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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CULBERSON).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 12, 2001.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN
ABNEY CULBERSON to act as Speaker pro tem-
pore on this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2001, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader or the minority whip limited
to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5
minutes.

————————

LIVABLE COMMUNITIES ON
CAPITOL HILL

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
came to Congress to promote more liv-
able communities, the Federal Govern-
ment being a better partner to make
our families safe, healthy and economi-
cally secure. An important part of
making those communities livable is
making sure that people have the
choices about where they want to live,
work, and how they travel.

A recent study highlighted Wash-
ington, D.C. as the third most con-

gested city in America for traffic con-
gestion. Rush hour now is up to 6 hours
or more out of the day.

To bring it down closer to home in
our little community on Capitol Hill,
we have problems with congestion, pol-
lution and parking shortages. There
are over 6,000 parking spaces reserved
for House employees alone, which cost
the taxpayer more than $1,600 a year
per employee. With the temporary
closing of the Cannon Building parking
garage, now more than ever parking is
at a premium on Capitol Hill.

Three years ago, with the help of the
gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA), the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) and Speaker Ging-
rich, we were able to change the policy
so that we did not just give unlimited
free parking to House employees and
no alternative, but finally help give
them a choice by providing a modest
$21 Metro transit benefit for those of-
fices that wish to provide it for their
employees.

Still, the House lags far behind em-
ployers in the private sector and other
Federal agencies in providing and pro-
moting for transit benefits. As a result
of work that we were able to do with
the last administration, all Federal
employees except our own here in the
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area
get at least $66 a month to promote
transit. Soon, the amount of the tran-
sit benefit allowed by law will be in-
creased to $100 a month. But the House
should not always be playing catch-up.
Even our Senate colleagues across the
way provide $44 a month for their em-
ployees.

Recently, we have submitted over
three dozen of our colleagues’ signa-
tures to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration asking them to allow
those offices that want to provide this
transit benefit the full $65 allowed
under law.

What better way for the House to be
a part of the solution of saving energy,

protecting the air, fighting against
congestion than by expanding the tran-
sit benefit the way that we are asking
the rest of America to do it.

It is also appropriate, I think, on this
very muggy day to consider the role of
our employees that actually walk or
bike or run to work. There are only
two facilities on all of Capitol Hill for
over 6,000 employees to be able to
shower at work when we close the fa-
cilities in the O’Neill Building.

Now, several years ago, we were able
to work with the Subcommittee on
Legislative Branch and the House Su-
perintendent to be able to add some
showers and lockers to the Rayburn
Building. Now it is time for the com-
mittee to consider again adding more
facilities, at least to avoid reducing
the amount for our employees that are
trying to do the right thing.

Not only does it help protect the en-
vironment, but we know that daily
physical activity for adults is now at
an all-time low. Forty percent of the
adult population does not engage in lei-
sure time physical activity. We know
that moderate amounts of exercise can
significantly promote the health and
wellness as well as enhancing the pro-
ductivity of our employees.

I would strongly suggest that my col-
leagues join me in urging the Com-
mittee on House Administration for us
to at least not be left behind in pro-
moting transit use of our employees
and be able to provide adequate shower
and locker facilities for our employees
that are trying to do the right thing
and promote physical activity and pro-
tect the environment.

It is important that we work on de-
veloping livable communities, not just
in our districts, but for the men and
women who work here on Capitol Hill.
The environment and our employees
deserve our best efforts.
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RESTORING THE LAFAYETTE-
ESCADRILLE MEMORIAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, a little
over a month ago I brought to the at-
tention of my colleagues the deterio-
rating state of the Lafayette-Escadrille
Memorial, which honors all United
States aviators who flew for France in
World War 1.

On June 17, a wreath laying cere-
mony will take place at the memorial
to commemorate the 85th anniversary
of its dedication. Tomorrow I will be
introducing a resolution in honor of
the 68 Americans who were memorial-
ized or buried on the site and to honor
all our fallen aviators of World War I.
In addition, the resolution will express
support for the funding needed to re-
store this hallowed site.

In a poster right here, this
storyboard depicts the history of the
Lafayette-Escadrille and their ‘‘Herit-
age of Valor and Sacrifice.” Seven
Americans formed the original Amer-
ican squadron. When the HEscadrille,
which means squadron, transferred to
United States command in 1918, 265
American volunteers had served in the
French Air Service with 180 of those
having flown combat missions. In all,
the Escadrille flew 3,000 combat sor-
ties, amassing nearly 200 victories. In
fact, the Escadrille became the birth of
the United States Air Force.

A joint French-American committee
was organized at the end of World War
I to locate a final resting place for
these American aviators. With the land
donated by the French Government,
the Lafayette-Escadrille Memorial was
dedicated on July 4, 1928. The picture
in the middle is the front of the memo-
rial. It encompasses an arch of triumph
with a series of columns placed on ei-
ther side. Indeed, it is a sight to be-
hold.

The memorial also contains a sanc-
tuary and a burial crypt. Sunlight fills
the tomb by way of 13 stained glass
windows. Each of these works of art de-
picts the Escadrille flying its many
missions over the battlefields of Eu-
rope. One of the most striking stained
glass works depicts the U.S. aviators,
escorted by an eagle, on a symbolic
flight across the Atlantic to come to
the aid of France.

Sadly, the memorial is in desperate
need of repair. The structure sits in a
meadow with a high water table. Heavy
rains flood the tomb, exacerbated by
the poor functioning drains and water
leaking through the terrace behind the
memorial. Structural repairs are need-
ed for the crypt and the overall founda-
tion, and double glass is needed to pro-
tect the remarkable, remarkable
stained glass windows.

If we look again at the center, we
will see that the front of the memorial
is cracked and stained with pollution.

Let me show my colleagues the next
poster. This graphic here shows the de-
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terioration inside the crypt. The crum-
bling masonry and stucco and overall
structural damage is evident.

Here we can see additional damage
on the ceiling. Furthermore, the
stained glass windows, like the one we
see here, are not protected. These beau-
tiful works of art could be lost forever
if the structural deterioration is al-
lowed to continue.

In 1930, U.S. Attorney Nelson Crom-
well founded the Lafayette-Escadrille
Memorial Foundation. He endowed the
foundation with a $1.5 million trust
fund for maintenance, which has all
been exhausted. Today, the foundation
has a mirror organization in France
and a pledge of monetary support to re-
store this memorial.

Although studies to estimate the
cost of restoring the memorial are on-
going, it is obvious that the resources
required will exceed the meager means
of this foundation. The French Govern-
ment has already indicated its willing-
ness to assist, and it is time for the
United States Government to do the
same.

Combining the efforts of private in-
dustry and the United States Congress,
it is my hope to join the French in re-
storing the memorial to its original
beauty. It is the right thing to do to
honor our fallen aviators of World War
I and to demonstrate our respect for
the sacrifices of all Americans in serv-
ice to our Nation and our allies.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
will join with me in supporting funding
for the restoration of this great memo-
rial.

———

MORE COMPARABLE EDUCATION
SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. FATTAH) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I take
the floor today to, on one hand, com-
pliment the other body which for over
2 days now has debated the legislation
that I offered here in the House to cre-
ate a more comparable education sys-
tem within our various States.

I want to thank in particular the
Senator from the great State of Con-
necticut, Senator DoDD, and Senator
BIDEN from Delaware, Senator REED
from Rhode Island. I would like to also
thank Senator BOXER and a host of
other members, Senator CORZINE, and
then the colleague who I served on the
Web-based Education Commission
with, Senator ENZzI, who is a Repub-
lican Member of the Senate from the
State of Wyoming.

I would expect that when the matter
is brought for a vote after some more
debate this week, there will be a lot of
the other Members from the other body
that I would want to thank.

But I also have some concern that
this legislation, unfortunately, did not
get a full hearing here in this House.
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The Committee on Rules decided that,
when we debated the education bill,
that for some reason we were in a rush
and that we could not offer amend-
ments to title I as part of the reauthor-
ization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

So even though the House Committee
on Education and the Workforce under
the leadership of the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), my great friend,
the majority chairman, gave me the
opportunity to testify before the com-
mittee and to raise this concern, it was
not afforded the opportunity rightfully
to be debated and voted on here on the
floor of the House.

But let me move to the substance of
this matter because I think that we
perpetrate a fraud on the Nation to
talk about education reform and some
discussion about the inequities that
exist within our States between poor,
rural and urban school districts and
their wealthier suburban counterparts,
for in almost every State in the Union,
there has been and continues to be liti-
gation brought by small, rural and im-
poverished school districts and large
urban districts seeking from their
State a fuller share of educational
funding, an adequate share.

When we talk about education re-
form, we talk about testing every child
every year in every school as if every
child every year and in every school is
afforded the same education oppor-
tunity. Well, we know that is not the
case.
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We know that, for instance, in poorer
school districts most of the children
are being taught by teachers who are
not certified in the subject that they
are teaching; that, in fact, in math, in
science, in the critical disciplines, that
the teachers who are teaching the ma-
jority of the students in urban and
rural school districts did not major nor
minor in the subjects that they are
teaching. So we have physical edu-
cation teachers teaching science, and
then we want to come along and test
kids and compare them to others.

Now, I see my colleague, the newest
of Members from the great State of
California, where there has been plenty
of litigation on this issue. Look at the
example of Beverly Hills High, in which
young people have the opportunity to
have 23 advanced placement courses of-
fered to them, but at Compton High
not one advanced placement course is
available to them. How can we create a
situation where we are going to look at
young people and say they are not per-
forming as well as their counterparts
when they are not given the same op-
portunity?

In Maryland, right next door, we
have wide disparities on what is being
spent in one district versus another.
We have in the city of Baltimore 123
young people who had the opportunity
to take AP courses; but in Montgomery
County, the wealthiest suburb, 5,000
students had the opportunity to take
AP courses.
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In Philadelphia, my home, in the
great Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
the 45 contiguous school districts to
the city of Philadelphia spent, on aver-
age, $70,000 more per year per class-
room than the city district. Now, how
can we have a circumstance in which
these young people are going to be able
to compete when in the suburban dis-
tricts class sizes are at 18 and 19 and in
the city it is above 30? How can we
have a situation where in the Council
Rock School District, right near my
home outside of Philadelphia, they can
spend $90,000 a year on a teacher and
inside the city they can only afford to
pay $30,000 a year for a teacher. How
are they going to attract and retain
quality teachers?

Then let us talk about curriculum,
because the Federal Government has
no role in curriculum; States have that
responsibility. Our Department of Edu-
cation says in a study on this matter
that only 15 percent of low-income stu-
dents ever get the opportunity to take
algebra, geometry, and the higher-
order math. And so, Mr. Speaker, I
come today to compliment the other
body, to issue a concern about our
work here on education reform, and
hope we too will have an opportunity
in conference to add our voice on this
matter.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CULBERSON). The Chair is constrained
by the traditions and rules of the
House to remind all Members that re-
marks in debate in the House may not
include characterizations of the work
of the Senate.

————
SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, yesterday the President’s Social Se-
curity commission met for the first
time. Last night I stayed up quite late
listening to, 10 or 12 of those commis-
sion members talk and speak about
what they saw as their challenge to try
to fix the Social Security problem. I
was disappointed, number one, that
some of the commissioners apparently
were not in attendance; number two, 1
was disappointed that some of the com-
missioners appeared not to understand
the complexity of the problem facing
Social Security and, therefore, facing
America.

Social Security is probably one of
our most successful programs to help
retirees. We are faced with the chal-
lenge of keeping Social Security sol-
vent. What I would like to stress is
what I displayed on this first chart,
and that is the biggest risk is doing
nothing at all. Some of the commis-
sioners I heard suggested the dangers
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of investing and do not risk Social Se-
curity. The problem is that if we do not
do something, then we are going to end
up increasing payroll taxes and prob-
ably also reducing benefits.

The challenge is ahead of us. Social
Security has a total unfunded liability
of over $9 trillion. That means we
would have to put $9 trillion today in
an investment account, earning at
least 2.7 percent interest to accommo-
date future payments in Social Secu-
rity. The Social Security Trust Fund
contains nothing but IOUs. This is an
issue often overlooked when people
suggest, look, the problem is not really
going to confront us until 2035 or 2036
or 2037 because the trust fund owes So-
cial Security some of that money. The
problem is where are we going to come
up with those funds 15 years from now,
maybe as soon as 12 years from now
when there is less Federal payroll tax
revenues coming in for Social Security
than is needed to pay the promised
benefits? That is the challenge.

And that is the point; if we continue
to put off this decision, on what I con-
sider the largest financial challenge of
this country, we are going to end up
with doing a disservice not only to
workers by increasing the payroll tax
that they pay but also for retirees as
future Congresses look to reduce those
particular benefits. This will be a huge
burden on our kids and our grandkids
that this Congress should not abide.

I compliment the President for mov-
ing ahead to develop a solution. One of
the challenges of the Social Security
commission is going to be to inform
the American people of the seriousness
of this current problem and the fact
that the longer we put off a solution
the more drastic that solution must be.
To keep paying promised Social Secu-
rity benefits, the payroll tax will have
to be increased by nearly 50 percent or
benefits will have to be cut by 30 per-
cent.

This chart depicts a little temporary
surplus, because we have increased so-
cial security taxes so much, by waiting
too long for the last Social Security
commission in 1983 we have a tem-
porary blip of more money coming in
from the Social Security tax than is re-
quired to pay benefits. That surplus is
going to be depleted someplace be-
tween 2011 and 2016, and then we go
into deficit spending.

I mentioned $9 trillion that we need
today to put in an investment account
to keep Social Security solvent, if you
use tomorrow’s dollars, what we will
need in future dollars over the next 75
years is $120 trillion to pay benefits,
$120 trillion more than is going to be
raised by the current Social Security
tax. A serious problem.

I urge these commissioners to attend
the meetings. I urge these commis-
sioners not to send staff, but to under-
stand what the Social Security prob-
lem is and to give it their all to come
up with a reasonable solution.

Personal retirement accounts; a
quick comment as I conclude. They do
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not come out of Social Security. They
become part of the Social Security re-
tirement benefits. A worker will own
his or her own retirement account, and
it is limited to safe investments that
will earn more than the 1.7, percent
that is going to be paid by Social Secu-
rity as a return in the form of benefits
on the taxes that the employer and the
employee paid in.

And just a final comment. Seventy-
five percent of American workers today
pay more into Social Security tax than
they do into income tax. Again raising
taxes should not be an option.

——————

H.R. 1699, COAST GUARD
REAUTHORIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATSON) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to speak to a bill
that has already passed this House,
H.R. 1699, by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN). It
had to do with the reauthorization of
the Coast Guard budget.

I just returned as a U.S. ambassador
from the Federated States of Micro-
nesia; 607 islands stretching across a
million miles of ocean. Without the
United States Coast Guard, we would
have lost many citizens and many visi-
tors.

We found a package of white sub-
stance being handled by a group of
children on the beach of Yap. We found
it to be cocaine. It was the Coast Guard
that moved in. Right after that, we
found a headless, armless, legless body.
A torso. It was the Coast Guard that
my embassy called to contact the FBI
and DEA to investigate.

We had many, many occasions to call
on the Coast Guard for search and res-
cue. Many of the native boats would go
out, and in these shabby craft would
end up missing. The motor broke down,
the boat came apart, there were high
waves. Without the Coast Guard being
called in for search and rescue, we
would have lost many of our country-
men there in the Federated States of
Micronesia.

Boat safety training was something
that was done often on the request of
the embassy, and we went to the Is-
lands of Chuuk, where we trained 19
young people to go back to their re-
spective islands and to train others to
do boat safety.

There were so many occasions on
which I had to request the services of
the United States Coast Guard. Their
services were done courageously,
bravely, and effectively, saving the
lives and crafts of many, many people,
many islanders, but most of all serving
our country well and with distinction.

I am very pleased and proud to have
my first vote recorded on this par-
ticular bill, H.R. 1699. I commend the
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authors, and I also commend the House
for their support of the reauthorization
and for supplementing the budget of
the United States Coast Guard.

———————

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY ON
NORTH KOREA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, there
was a range of interesting reactions to
the Bush administration’s statements
last week that they were willing to re-
sume talks with the government of
North Korea, the DPRK, some sug-
gesting this was a reversal of policy,
perhaps a return to the North Korean
foreign policy of the Clinton adminis-
tration. Rather, the last 4- to 5-month
period should be recognized as an ap-
propriate pause in our intensive con-
tacts with North Korea to reexamine
the goals, tactics, achievements, and
failures of American policy toward
North Korea.

During the last few years, there have
been substantial and growing congres-
sional concerns, especially among Re-
publicans, over the Clinton administra-
tion’s North Korea policy. North Korea
is arguably the most dangerous and er-
ratic nation in Asia, perhaps the world,
with a ruling clique that is intent on
surviving even at any cost to its peo-
ple. Indeed, their policies have killed
huge numbers of their people through
starvation. I believe it remains the
place where there is the greatest
chance of U.S. troops becoming mili-
tarily engaged in a terrible conflict.
The DPRK continues to forward-deploy
a 1.2 million-man army.

While finally agreeing to an indefi-
nitely defined moratorium on missile
flight tests, North Korea continues to
develop and produce ballistic missiles,
some of which are now capable of
reaching the United States. In addi-
tion, there are certain indications that
the DPRK may be maintaining a covert
nuclear program.

Economically and socially, the ‘‘Her-
mit Kingdom’ has come to the cross-
roads and must decide whether it con-
tinues on its path towards oblivion or
whether it wants to dramatically re-
form its conduct and join the commu-
nity of responsible nations. Logically,
the United States should be in a posi-
tion to significantly influence the
DPRK'’s behavior. Instead, however, we
find ourselves in a position where over
the last few years North Korea has con-
sistently been rewarded for outrageous
behavior or for threatening such con-
duct.

7 1300
North Korean behavior resembles
that of the 18th century Barbary pi-
rates, demanding ever-increasing levels
of tribute from America, and some of
its neighbors, in return for marginally
tolerable behavior.
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Overall, the preceding administra-
tion seemed too willing to tolerate
North Korean misbehavior and de-
mands for tribute. The United States
has provided heavy fuel oil and human-
itarian food aid in increasing quan-
tities. Quietly, escaping the notice of
the American people, North Korea be-
came the largest recipient of foreign
aid in Asia, although humanitarian aid
was given through indirect means. De-
spite that level of assistance, we are
prevented now from adequately moni-
toring the distribution of that assist-
ance, even though there is a very high
probability of aid diversions to the
North Korean military.

Mr. Speaker, as the Bush administra-
tion stands poised and ready to re-
engage North Korea in discussions, if
there is any sign such talks would be
productive, it needs to be mindful of
the need to let the North Koreans know
in no uncertain terms that the cycle of
extortion for their good behavior is
over. Pay tribute or extortion is an
outrageous violation of the American
heritage, and we will not continue it.
We will not pay, directly or indirectly,
for what the North Koreans should do
to improve their own plight: live on the
Korean Peninsula peacefully with their
neighbors to the south; end its tactics
of terrorism, weapons proliferation,
and blackmail; sign a peace treaty to
finally end the Korean War; and give
evidence that it wants to build a posi-
tive relationship with the TUnited
States and the international commu-
nity.

Finally, Bush administration con-
tacts with North Korea should be much
more careful than the Clinton adminis-
tration to closely involve the South
Koreans, the Republic of Korea, in
those talks directly or as closely as
possible. We must not succumb to the
old North Korean strategy to drive a
wedge between the United States and
South Korea or to denigrate the legit-
imacy of the government of South
Korea.

Mr. Speaker, that is my advice, gra-
tuitous though it is, to the Bush ad-
ministration. We need to change our
policy.

————
HOUSE NEEDS A TRUTH METER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, over the
last several weeks this Chamber, and,
in fact, the President of the United
States, has been under withering criti-
cism from the Democratic Party over a
few issues that are important to me
and to our Nation.

They have launched attacks first on
oil drilling off the coast of Florida, a
proposal that they say is the hallmark
of the President’s oil strategy. They
have also taken great pains to describe
the Kyoto Treaty as a very important
tool in helping the issue of global
warming, and they have criticized the
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President of the United States for his
reluctance to agree to this treaty. Let
me take up the first issue.

Recently in Florida, the President
came to the Florida Everglades, a very
important national park, a very impor-
tant part of Florida, one we in the
Florida delegation are proud of and
have been aggressively working to sup-
port. Two of our Senators arrived with
the President on this very ambitious
occasion of announcing his commit-
ment to the Everglades.

Their immediate attack after the
press conference on the positive nature
of the Everglades was to single the
President out with withering criticism
of his decision, they say, to drill for oil
in the Gulf of Mexico, potentially de-
stroying thousands of miles of pristine
shoreline. Now interestingly enough,
when I woke up this morning to The
Palm Beach Post, my hometown news-
paper, the headlines read, ‘‘Democratic
Control of Senate May Not Help Stop
Florida Drilling. Democratic control of
the U.S. Senate has turned out to be no
windfall for Florida politicians trying
to block o0il and natural gas drilling off
the State’s shores.

““The change from Republican control
made a drilling advocate, Senator JEFF
BINGAMAN, chairman of the Senate En-
ergy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee. Senator BINGAMAN is spon-
soring a broad energy bill that would
permit leasing 5.9 million acres for
drilling in the Gulf of Mexico about 100
miles south of the Florida Panhandle.”

Well, let me suggest to the Demo-
crats, since they seem to be pre-
occupied with blaming us, that they
ought to look to the new chairman of
their own committee for advocating
this very same policy. We in Florida, in
the congressional delegation, the Gov-
ernor of our State, Jeb Bush, strongly
oppose oil drilling off our coast; and we
remain steadfast in opposition.

But for the Democrats to attack the
President as the only one advocating
this position is wrong; it is false; and it
should cease. Certainly they want to
take advantage of a political oppor-
tunity to cast this President as an
anti-environmentalist. And I say
shame on you for that attack when one
of your own members is the prime
sponsor moving to, in fact, drill off the
coast of Florida.

Before you launch these attacks and
these negative air attacks on TV buys
and radio buys, look first in the mirror
before aspersions are cast. The new
Senate chairman, evidenced by his own
bill, is interested in this proposal and
wants to foist it on the people of Flor-
ida.

The second issue I will present was in
USA Today. It appeared in this morn-
ing’s paper. ‘“‘Ex-Clinton Aides Admit
Kyoto Treaty is Flawed.”

“Economists from the Clinton White
House now concede that complying
with Kyoto’s mandatory reductions in
greenhouse gases would be difficult and
more expensive to American consumers
than they thought when they were in
charge.”
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President Bush said, ‘‘America’s un-
willingness to embrace a flawed treaty
should not be read by our friends and
allies as any abdication of responsi-
bility.”

First and foremost, when you look at
the Kyoto Treaty, several of the larg-
est polluters on the planet are not will-
ing or able or interested in complying:
China being the lead among them.

Somehow we are attacking the Presi-
dent as he embarks on a European trip
by suggesting he is allowing the world
to become more polluted. To the con-
trary. Our President suggested that we
look at a treaty that is not only
verifiable, but is capable of causing
some of these problems to subside and
start creating a cleaner environment.

These two issues indicated that we
need a truth meter around this place
because those who would charge our
party with abandoning environmental
concerns are doing so for political gain
and expediency. They are so desperate
to control both sides of the aisle, they
are willing to lie their way through
these processes and procedures in order
to point the blame at one party and
one President alone.

I think this clearly indicates that,
yes, politically popular as the Kyoto
Treaty may be in some quarters, the
most important job of the President of
the United States is to make certain
that we can do it and do it affordably.

One of the things in the Kyoto Trea-
ty it suggests is if another country
cannot clean up their own act, that
they will help pay for another nation
to help clean up theirs, which means it
transfers the responsibility of pay-
ments from one country to another to
clean up global pollution.

Mr. Speaker, I want to see cleaner air
and cleaner water, and I want our Na-
tion to participate. But I support the
President as he endeavors to make it a
reasonable, meaningful, comprehensive
agreement that includes all parties.
Let us not leave the table waiting and
wanting with political sound bite and
rhetoric. Let us make certain that we
send a signal strongly and clearly to
the administration that we want to
support a treaty, but we do not want it
to be one-sided and we do not want the
consumers of the United States to foot
the egregious bill that will be left be-
cause of these types of treaties.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CULBERSON). The Chair reminds Mem-
bers that remarks in debate may not be
directed to the other body, and may
not include characterizations of the
Senate or its actions or its Members.

——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
hour debates, pursuant to clause 12,
rule I, the House will stand in recess
until 2 p.m. today.
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Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 9 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

O 1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. WHITFIELD) at 2 p.m.

————
PRAYER
The Reverend Charles C. Hobbs, First
Baptist Church, Rogersville, Ten-

nessee, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we praise You that
You chose to redeem us through Your
act of love.

You have blessed us with the oppor-
tunity to help others even as we enjoy
the blessings of this land.

You have given us intelligence to use
the products of Your universe for the
benefit of all mankind.

You have given us a spiritual dimen-
sion, challenging us to combine oppor-
tunity and intelligence to achieve the
goals for which You created us.

Deliver us, O God, from the foolish-
ness of spiritual arrogance, which over-
looks opportunity, minimizes intel-
ligence, and refuses the benefit of spir-
itual guidance.

Help us nationally to know that our
best days are before us, that our past
days can instruct us, and that we must
use today to help us become laborers
together with God.

In our Lord’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

WELCOME TO REVEREND CHARLES
C. HOBBS, FIRST BAPTIST
CHURCH, ROGERSVILLE, TEN-
NESSEE

(Mr. JENKINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to welcome our chaplain for the
day and thank him for coming.

Mr. Speaker, the Reverend Charles
Hobbs, who is our chaplain for the day,
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over a long period of time as a teacher
at Carson-Newman College, a Baptist
college in Jefferson City, Tennessee,
and as a minister in numerous Baptist
churches throughout east Tennessee,
has influenced literally tens of thou-
sands of lives in a very positive way.

I want to take this opportunity to
thank Dr. Hobbs for coming here
today, for imparting to us his wisdom
through this opening prayer, this pray-
er for this House of Representatives
and for this Nation. I certainly want to
thank Chaplain Coughlin and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker
HASTERT) for extending this invitation
to him.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 11, 2001.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
June 11, 2001 at 9:37 a.m.

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 1914.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk of the House.

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
CENTER FOR RUSSIAN LEADER-
SHIP DEVELOPMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, pursuant to section 313(2)(a)
of Public Law 106-554, and upon the
recommendation of the majority lead-
er, the Chair announces the Speaker’s
appointment of the following Member
on the part of the House to the Board
of Trustees of the Center for Russian
Leadership Development:

Mr. AMO HOUGHTON, New York.

There was no objection.

————————

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS TO
NATIONAL COMMISSION TO EN-
SURE CONSUMER INFORMATION
AND CHOICE IN AIRLINE INDUS-
TRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to Section
228(d)(1) of the Wendell H. Ford Avia-
tion Investment and Reform Act for
the 21st Century (Public Law 106-181),
the Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Members on
the part of the House to the National
Commission to Ensure Consumer Infor-
mation and Choice in the Airline In-
dustry:

Mr. Gerald J. Roper, Illinois;

Mr. Paul M. Ruden, Virginia.
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There was no objection.

———
COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE JAMES V. HANSEN,

MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House a communication from
the Honorable JAMES V. HANSEN, Mem-
ber of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 1, 2001.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments issued by the Second Judicial District
Court, Weber County, Utah.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that it is
consistent with the precedents and privileges
of the House to comply with the subpoena.

Sincerely,
JAMES V. HANSEN,
Member of Congress.

————

CHINA SELLING ARMS TO CUBA

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, many of us
were shocked when we opened the
newspaper this morning to read that
China is selling arms to Cuba. The Cold
War has been over for more than a dec-
ade. Very few Communist nations still
survive, countries like Cuba, North
Korea and Vietnam. Each of these
countries continues to oppress its peo-
ple. For many in these countries there
is not enough food to eat, and the free-
doms the rest of the world enjoys do
not exist.

Since the fall of the Soviet Union,
Cuba has lost billions of dollars in an-
nual subsidies. Its people are hungry,
poor and oppressed. Yet somehow it
can afford to buy dangerous weapons
from the last big Communist power,
China.

What does Cuba need these arms for?
Is Fidel Castro planning to return to
his old ways of exporting Communist
revolution and terrorism? Or does he
need these weapons to keep on sup-
pressing the freedoms his people are
yearning for?

China should stop selling weapons to
Cuba. Cuba should stop buying them
from China. Communist leaders should
worry about feeding their people before
buying weapons to make war. What is
next? A Chinese Bay of Pigs missile
crisis in Cuba?

———

THE GOLDEN JACKPOT AWARD

(Mr. WAXMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
time to award another Golden Jackpot.
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Today we have two outstanding nomi-
nees. The first nominee is the Pacific
Gas and Electric Company, which is in-
sisting on giving its senior executives
over $65 million in bonuses at the same
time the wutility is filing for bank-
ruptcy. That is a pretty good reward
for a management team that both
helped create the California energy cri-
sis and drove the company into bank-
ruptcy.

Our second nominee is President
Bush. President Bush has been faced
with a choice on gasoline for Cali-
fornia. By granting a waiver which was
requested on a bipartisan basis by the
delegation, the State requested a waiv-
er on oxygenate requirements in gaso-
line and the President could have low-
ered gasoline prices, increased gasoline
supplies and ensured that gasoline
would cause less air pollution.

Instead, urged on by Archer Daniels
Midland and other special interests,
the President rejected the waiver. So
now California families may face a sec-
ond energy crisis. We may have gaso-
line shortages, gasoline prices will go
up, and we will not cut air pollution.
This was a difficult decision, but this
Golden Jackpot award is going to be
presented to President Bush.

———

SUPREME COURT DECISION ON
GOOD NEWS CLUB

(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of the
recent Supreme Court ruling allowing
the religious youth group, the Good
News Club in Upstate New York, to
conduct after-school meetings with
children to pray and read the Bible.

The Supreme Court ruled that the
Good News Club has every right to
enjoy the same privileges as other
groups such as the Boy and Girl Scouts
that take part in the school district’s
policy of allowing community use of
its buildings after class for social, civic
and recreational meetings.

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of Con-
gress, a person of faith and a parent,
the fact that it takes the highest court
in the land to realize that the concept
of separation of church and State does
not warrant the blatant disregard of
the First Amendment disturbs me. The
First Amendment requires the freedom
of religion, not the freedom from reli-
gion.

In a time of moral deprivation, we
should embrace our young people’s de-
sires to study religion, not discourage
them through actions deemed anti-reli-
gious.

———

UNISEX RESTROOMS, WHAT IS
NEXT?

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

June 12, 2001

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, last
week a girl was crowned prom king in
Washington. This week we learn a
whole new classification term for men
and women: Transgenders. That is
right, transgenders. Ohio University
has designated 30 restrooms as
transgender-type restrooms, able to be
used by both men and women at the
same time.

They are officially called unisex rest-
rooms. Unbelievable. What is next?
Unisex locker rooms with thong/jock
support dispensers? How about
Maxipad vending machines in locker
rooms? Beam me up.

I yield back this higher education
business as yet simply getting high.

———

HONORING COLONEL GARY B.
WOOD

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor the career of Colo-
nel Gary B. Wood. Colonel Wood cur-
rently serves as Vice Commander of
the 53d Wing at Eglin Air Force Base,
Florida, but his journey began in Wash-
ington State, my home State.

Colonel Wood was born in Tacoma,
Washington. Even as a young boy, he
knew that he wanted to be a fighter
pilot. He earned a Bachelor of Arts De-
gree from Washington State University
and a Master’s Degree from Golden
Gate University. While in college, he
was active in the ROTC and Sigma Nu
Fraternity.

His service in the military has taken
him all over the United States and the
world. From Alabama to Korea and
North Carolina and Saudi Arabia, peo-
ple everywhere have benefited from the
kindness and commitment of this 64"
colonel, who is known primarily as
“Tiny.”

As a youth football coach or a crisis
line volunteer, Colonel Woods’ compas-
sion has always shone brightly.

For 30 years, he has dedicated him-
self to his family, his work and his
country. I knew Gary best as a college
fraternity brother. He was always well
liked by all who knew him, and he set
a high standard and a strong example
for all underclassmen.

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor today to
salute Colonel Gary Wood on his distin-
guished career. I am proud to call him
a friend, and I wish him the very best
in his life ahead.

————

THE SUGAR PROGRAM HELPS
PRODUCERS BY HURTING OTHER
PEOPLE

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
the sugar program, as we know it, is
hurting workers. We have farm pro-
grams for wheat, corn, cotton and
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other crops. These programs give direct
assistance to farmers and allow market
prices to be set by supply and demand.
Farmers receive help but not at the ex-
pense of workers and consumers.

The sugar program is different. The
sugar program helps producers by hurt-
ing other people. That is not right and
we ought to be able to find another
way to help sugar farmers.

The sugar program Keeps our market
prices higher than world prices. Domes-
tic sugar prices are about 21 cents a
pound compared to world prices of
about 9 cents a pound. That is now be-
ginning to cost us jobs.

In my community, Brach’s Candy
Company has announced that it is clos-
ing its plant and moving to Argentina
so that it can get sugar more cheaply.
It is time for us to retain and keep
businesses in our country, and one way
to do it is to make sure that sugar
prices are fair and equal.

———
0 1415

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WHITFIELD) laid before the House the
following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 8, 2001.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, I have the honor to transmit a sealed
envelope received from the White House on
June 8, 2001 at 12:32 p.m. and said to contain
a message from the President whereby he
submits pursuant to provisions of the Trade
Act of 1974 a Proclamation and a Trade
Agreement with Vietnam.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk of the House.
—
AGREEMENT BETWEEN UNITED
STATES AND VIETNAM ON
TRADE RELATIONS—MESSAGE

FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 107-
85)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Ways and Means and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 407 of the
Trade Act of 1974, as amended (19
U.S.C. 2434) (the ‘“‘Trade Act’”), I am
transmitting a copy of a proclamation
that extends nondiscriminatory tariff
treatment to the products of Vietnam.
As an annex to the proclamation, I also
enclose the text of the ‘‘Agreement Be-
tween the United States of America
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and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam
on Trade Relations,”” which was signed
on July 13, 2000, including related an-
nexes and exchanges of letters.

Implementation of this Agreement
will strengthen political relations be-
tween the United States and Vietnam
and produce economic benefits for both
countries. It will also help to reinforce
political and economic reform in Viet-
nam.

I believe that the Agreement is con-
sistent with both the letter and spirit
of the Trade Act. The Agreement pro-
vides for mutual extension of non-
discriminatory tariff treatment, while
seeking to ensure overall reciprocity of
economic benefits. The Agreement in-
cludes safeguard arrangements de-
signed to ensure that imports from
Vietnam will not disrupt the U.S. mar-
ket.

The Agreement also facilitates and
expands the rights that U.S. businesses
will have in conducting commercial
transactions both within Vietnam and
with Vietnamese nationals and busi-
ness entities, and includes provisions
dealing with settlement of commercial
disputes, investment, financial trans-
actions, and the establishment of gov-
ernment commercial offices. Vietnam
also agrees to adopt standards for in-
tellectual property protection that
match the standards set forth in the
WTO Agreement on Trade-Related As-
pects of Intellectual Property Rights.

On June 1, 2001, I waived application
of subsections 402 (a) and (b) of the
Trade Act with respect to Vietnam. I
urge that Congress act as soon as pos-
sible to approve, by a joint resolution
referred to in section 151 (b) (3) of the
Trade Act, the extension of non-
discriminatory treatment to the prod-
ucts of Vietnam as provided for in the
Agreement.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 8, 2001.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
announces that he will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on each motion
to suspend the rules on which a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules, but not before 6 p.m. today.

————

AFRICAN ELEPHANT CONSERVA-
TION REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF
2001

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 643) to reauthorize the Afri-
can Elephant Conservation Act, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 643

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “African Ele-
phant Conservation Reauthorization Act of
2001,

SEC. 2. REAUTHORIZATION OF AFRICAN ELE-
PHANT CONSERVATION ACT.

Section 2306 of the African Elephant Con-
servation Act (16 U.S.C. 4245) is amended by
striking 1997 and all that follows through
2002 and inserting ‘2001, 2002, 2003, 2004,
2005, 2006, and 2007°.

SEC. 3. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

Section 2306 of the African Elephant Con-
servation Act (16 U.S.C. 4245) is further
amended—

(1) by striking “‘There are authorized’ and in-
serting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Of amounts
available each fiscal year to carry out this Act,
the Secretary may expend not more than 3 per-
cent or 380,000, whichever is greater, to pay the
administrative expenses mecessary to carry out
this Act.”.

SEC. 4. COOPERATION.

Part I of the African Elephant Conservation
Act (16 U.S.C. 4211 et seq.) is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 2104. ADVISORY GROUP.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—To assist in carrying out
this Act, the Secretary may convene an advisory
group consisting of individuals representing
public and private organizations actively in-
volved in the conservation of African elephants.

““(b) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—

““(1) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Group shall—

““(A) ensure that each meeting of the advisory
group is open to the public; and

‘“‘(B) provide, at each meeting, an opportunity
for interested persons to present oral or written
statements concerning items on the agenda.

““(2) NOTICE.—The Secretary shall provide to
the public timely notice of each meeting of the
advisory group.

‘““(3) MINUTES.—Minutes of each meeting of
the advisory group shall be kept by the Sec-
retary and shall be made available to the public.

‘“(c) EXEMPTION FROM FEDERAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the
advisory group.”’.

SEC. 5. PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY.

Section 2101 of the African Elephant Con-
servation Act (16 U.S.C. 4211) is amended by re-
designating subsection (e) as subsection (f), and
by inserting after subsection (d) the following:

‘““(e) PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY.—To the max-
imum extent practical, in determining whether
to approve project proposals under this section,
the Secretary shall give consideration to projects
that will enhance sustainable conservation pro-
grams to ensure effective long-term conservation
of African elephants.’’.

SEC. 6. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) CONFORMING AND CLERICAL AMEND-
MENTS.—The African Elephant Conservation
Act is amended as follows:

(1) Section 2101(a) (16 U.S.C. 4211(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘African Elephant Con-
servation’’.

(2) Section 2102 (16 U.S.C. 4212) is amended by
striking the section heading and all that follows
through ‘‘(d) ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF DONA-
TIONS.—’’ and inserting the following:

“SEC. 2102. ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF DONA-
TIONS.”.

(3) Section 2304 (16 U.S.C. 4243) is repealed.

(4) Section 2305(4) (16 U.S.C. 4244(4)) is
amended by striking ‘‘the African Elephant
Conservation Fund established by section 2102’
and inserting ‘‘the account established by divi-
sion A, section 101(e), title I of Public Law 105-
277 under the heading ‘MULTINATIONAL SPECIES
CONSERVATION FUND’ .
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(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Title I of section
101(e) of division A of Public Law 105-277 (112
Stat. 2681-237) is amended under the heading
“MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND’’
by striking ‘‘Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation
Act, subchapter I’ and inserting ‘‘Rhinoceros
and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994, part I’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) and the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the bill H.R. 643, as
amended in committee, is a bipartisan,
non-controversial bill that will reau-
thorize one of the most successful wild-
life conservation laws ever enacted by
the Congress.

Since 1988, the African Elephant Con-
servation Act has stopped the slaugh-
ter of this flagship species, and it has
kindled hope that African elephants
can be saved from extinction in the
wild.

With only a limited appropriation of
$11 million, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has generated an additional
$561.7 million in private funds. These re-
sources have funded 115 conservation
projects in 22 range states throughout
Africa. These projects are making a
real difference in the world, according
to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The
service says this is not a hand-out pol-
icy, it is a helping-hands policy, which
does significant progress toward en-
couraging the local people to develop
an economy that will be based on tour-
ism to see these magnificent creatures.

At the subcommittee hearings on
this legislation, every witness testified
in strong support of extending this es-
sential conservation program. I was
particularly impressed by the com-
ments of Jim Rapp of Salisbury, Mary-
land, who is the manager of the Salis-
bury Zoo. In his statement on behalf of
the American Zoo and Aquarium Asso-
ciation, Jim noted that without ongo-
ing funding, we are likely to face some-
thing that he called an ‘‘empty forest
syndrome.”” I found that phrase to be a
deep, hollow loneliness, wrapped in de-
spair. But this legislation goes a long
way in preventing that type of lonely-
forest syndrome.

In summary, H.R. 643 will extend the
act at existing authorization levels for
5 years, will allow the Secretary of the
Interior to establish an advisory panel
to assist in this program, will cap ad-
ministrative expenses at 3 percent, or
$80,000 per year, and will emphasize the
issuance of grants for long-term sus-
tainable elephant conservation.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
strongly condemn what is occurring
within the Democratic Republic of the
Congo. In their quest to obtain a high-
ly priced mineral, colombo tantalite,
which is used in cell phones and com-
puters, rebel miners are Kkilling thou-
sands of highly endangered eastern
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lowland gorillas and elephants. In one
park alone, 7,000 elephants out of a
population of 12,000 have been slaugh-
tered for the illegal bushmeat trade.
This tragic Kkilling of these keystone
species must be stopped.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to end with
this quote from an author, Thomas
Berry: ‘“‘Extinction is a difficult con-
cept to grasp. It is an eternal concept.
It is an absolute and final act, for
which there is no remedy.”’

Because of that statement and the ef-
forts of many thousands of people
across this country and the world, on
behalf of the gentleman from American
Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) and the
staff, I would urge an aye vote on this
legislation, to prevent the silent forest
syndrome from happening.

Mr. Speaker, I include
RECORD an article entitled,
Boom, Gorilla Bust.”

COLTAN BoOM, GORILLA BUST

The Impact of Coltan Mining on Gorillas
and other Wildlife in Eastern DR Congo—A
Report for the Dian Fossey Gorilla Fund Eu-
rope and the Born Free Foundation

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The lucrative trade in coltan, a formerly
obscure mineral, has recently become head-
line news. Organizations ranging from the
Dian Fossey Gorilla Fund Europe to the
United Nations Security Council are talking
about the need for a boycott of something
most people have never heard of. This report
explores the link between rising sales of mo-
bile ‘phones and PlayStations and falling
numbers of gorillas in an African war zone.

It must be made clear from the outset,
however, that there are two controversies re-
lating to coltan from Central Africa. First,
there is the broad question of whether or not
it is legal to trade with rebel-held terri-
tories. This is the subject of a report by a
‘panel of experts’, commissioned by UN Secu-
rity Council to examine the exploitation of
natural resources in war-torn DRC (extracts
in Annex A). It is not within the remit of
this study to discuss this wider issue. In-
stead, this report focuses on the second con-
troversy—the exploitation of natural re-
sources, especially coltan, in legally pro-
tected areas such as Kahuzi-Biega National
Park (KBNP). This park is a UNESCO World
Heritage Site and was, before this crisis,
home to 8,000 or so Grauer’s gorillas (also
known as Eastern Lowland Gorillas, Gorilla
beringei graueri) along with thousands of
other species (Steinhauer-Burkart et al,
1995). The KBNP population of Grauer’s go-
rilla was contiguous with those in the adja-
cent Kasese forests, and together they rep-
resented 86 per cent of the world total for
this sub-species (found only in DRC, Hall et
al, 1998, see map below).

This report is based on a nine-day visit to
Rwanda, Democratic Republic of Congo
(DRC) and Kenya, during which discussions
were held with conservationists, coltan trad-
ers, NGOs and government ministers and of-
ficials.

It is clear from the information gathered
that only immediate action at the highest
level will halt the destruction of this beau-
tiful area, and offer a chance of the recovery
of its unique biodiversity. It remains to be
seen how many—or how few—of Kahuzi-
Biega’s 3,600 elephants and 8,000 gorillas have
survived the massacre in the lowland area,
but it is hoped that relict populations could
have retreated to, or survived in, the most
inaccessible parts, furthest from the mining
areas. The only accurate data is from the

for the
“Coltan

June 12, 2001

highland area, which has lost all of its 350
elephants and half of its 258 gorillas (ICCN
census funded last year by WCS and DFGFI).

From the new indirect evidence, it appears
that the KBNP and Kasese population of
Grauer’s Gorilla may have been reduced to
under 1,000. The other nine populations listed
by Hall et al (1998) numbered in the tens or
hundreds a decade ago and are also likely to
have declined or been exterminated. The
population Maiko National Park is thought
to have escaped the heavy poaching, but if
our worst fears prove founded, the sub-spe-
cies may have been reduced from about 17,000
to only 2,000-3,000, an 80-90 per cent crash in
only three years.

Moreover, the indications are that the bio-
diversity of the Kahuzi-Biega region has
been seriously, if not irreparably, damaged.
If action is taken immediately, however, re-
covery in the long term may be possible even
now. But if further procrastination and bu-
reaucratic delays prevent effective and co-
ordinated action, the word from the con-
servationists on the ground is that it will be
too late.

If this happens despite their well-
publicised warnings, the world will have
stood by and watched the systematic de-
struction of one more natural wonder. And
the magnificent Grauer’s gorilla will become
the first great ape to be driven to extinc-
tion—a victim of war, human greed and high
technology.

On reading the first draft of this report,
Chief Warden Kasereka Bishikwabo made
this comment, ‘I hope you shall plead for an
improved organization of the exploitation of
natural resources in the DRC. As long as the
exploitation of natural resources is disorga-
nized, protected areas will bear the burden.
Any excuse to pursue non-organized mineral
exploitation in any of the countries of the
African Great Lakes countries will lead to
destruction of protected areas in the whole
region.”

RECOMMENDATIONS

The simple message from all the conserva-
tionists on the ground is that immediate ac-
tion is required to save KBNP. If the polit-
ical will to stop the mining, and if resources
for ICCN are not forthcoming now, then the
chances of Grauer’s gorillas surviving and
the park recovering are virtually nil. The
medium- and long-term plans are, therefore,
dependent on the successful implementation
of the short-term acts.

Note.—These recommendations are com-
plementary to those by A. Kanyunyi
Basabose and Juichi Yamagiwa, included in
a mnew report by BRD, available at
www.bergorilla.de/kahuzie.pdf.

URGENT—Short-term priorities

(i) Immediate, high-level international po-
litical pressure on the presidents of RCD-
Goma, Rwanda and Uganda to order action
to halt the destruction in DRC’s national
parks and reserves, especially KBNP.

(ii) Immediate release of the funds prom-
ised by UNESCO more than two years ago.

(iii) Increase NGO support to ICCN.

(iv) Co-ordinate with humanitarian agen-
cies if people leaving KBNP are in need of as-
sistance.

(v) Identify the chemical signature of
coltan from KBNP and ensure trade in it
ceases.

Medium-term actions

(i) Establishment of a Commission with
representation by all stakeholders (UNESCO,
ICCN, local Government, NGOs and commu-
nity leaders) to settle once and for all the
disputed boundaries of KBNP.

(ii) Locate funds to enable ICCN to in-
crease manpower and extend the excellent



June 12, 2001

monitoring and protection currently af-
forded to the mountainous sector to the low-
land sector of KBNP. A census of large mam-
mals is a high priority to assess the poten-
tial for recovery of the park’s ecosystems.

(iii) Implement DFGFE proposal to estab-
lish an endowment to finance a micro-credit
scheme similar to the successful one pio-
neered by DFGFE in Goma, providing the
means for local people to set up small busi-
nesses and thereby reducing their depend-
ence on illegally acquired resources in
KBNP.

(iv) Identify the best location for a sanc-
tuary to care for orphaned primates, thereby
enabling ICCN to confiscate them (modelled
on the Uganda Wildlife Authority’s Ngamba
Island Chimpanzee Sanctuary).

(v) Assist local NGOs such as the PolePole
Foundation, to source funds for conservation
education, reforestation and improved farm-
ing practices around the park boundary.
Long-term objectives

When peace returns to the region, the suc-
cessful gorilla tourism of the 1970s and 1980s
should resume, financing the conservation
work and bringing benefits to the sur-
rounding communities. Revenue sharing
schemes such as those already operating in
South-west Uganda should be introduced and
Kahuzi-Biega National Park will have been
saved.

BACKGROUND
Coltan and its uses

Coltan is an abbreviation of columbo-tan-
talite, an ore containing a mixture of two
very similar heavy metals, namely Niobium
(Atomic No. 41, Atomic Weight 92.91, melting
point 2,500 degrees C) and Tantalum (Atomic
No. 73, Atomic Weight 180.95, melting point
2,850 degrees C).

Columbite is the name for ore containing
more of the element Niobium (formerly
known as Columbium) than of Tantalum.

Tantalite is the name for ore containing
more of the element Tantalum, a metal with
many useful properties, used in things from
electronic components to surgical implants.
In nature it is found only as Tantalum Oxide
Ta 205. Columbo-tantalite (and hence the
term coltan) is peculiar to Central Africa.

According to the Tantalum-Niobium Inter-
national study Centre in Brussels, only 15
per cent of the world’s tantalum supply
comes from Africa, but demand is high due
largely to its use in electronic components,
mainly tantalum capacitors (devices which
store electrical charge and release it quickly
to buffer fluctuations in power). Of the 525
tons of tantalum used in the USA in 1998, 60
per cent was used for this purpose, with a
predicted growth rate of 14 per cent per
annum (from Uganda Gold Mining Ltd web
site).

Other uses include various alloys, which
benefit from tantalum’s high melting point
and corrosion resistance, and are used in
aerospace components, jet engines and gas
turbine parts.

Price of coltan

Fluctuations in the world market have a
significant effect on the level of activity in
Africa. Poor deposits may become economi-
cal to work if the price is high enough, but
will then be abandoned if the price falls
again. At its highest last year, the price
reached $800 per kilo, but it is now around
$100 per kilo (still significantly higher than
the 1998 price of around $40 per kilo). This
price reflects what the final dealers receive,
not what is paid to the peasant miners,
which is currently around $12 per kilo.

Prices paid for the ore by dealers are also
related to the percentage of tantalum
present, which is determined by spectro-
graphic analysis in one of the trading cen-
tres (e.g. Bukavu, Goma or Kigali).
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COLTAN MINING AND TRADE IN RWANDA

Minerals found in Rwanda include cas-
siterite (a tin ore), gold and wolfram (tung-
sten) as well as coltan. Before the civil war,
minerals—primarily cassiterite—were
Rwanda’s only significant export other than
coffee and tea. As with agriculture, most
mining is undertaken by peasant farmers,
who dig relatively small quantities by hand.
They take bags of ore to local centres to be
weighed and bought. Dealers then drive
around the centres buying the accumulated
larger volumes. Preliminary purification of
the ore takes place at a factory at Gatumba,
on the border between the Prefectures of
Gisenyi and Gitarama. There it is ground up
and passed over magnets to remove any iron
before export to factories elsewhere for sepa-
rating the different metals.

Rwandan law regards ownership of land to
stop at the level of the topsoil. In other
words, any mineral wealth belongs to the
state, not the individual (although he or she
can profit from mining it). There is now a le-
gally constituted formula for calculating
compensation should crops, buildings or
trees be damaged by mining. Deposits are
found in 34 Communes of nine Prefectures
across the country, from Cyangugu in the
south-west to Umutara and Kibungo in the
east (see map and list in Annex G), with
most mines being in the Prefectures of
Gitarama and Kigali-rural (see map on page
Ta, below).

Pits and mines are very dangerous, espe-
cially after heavy rain, and accidents are
common. So many people have been killed
recently by rock-falls and landslides that the
Ministry of Mines has ordered a halt to min-
ing until the safety issue has been addressed.
On the ground, however, mining continues
because there is no enforcement of the tem-
porary ban, and people with few other re-
sources are unlikely to stop doing something
that brings in an income.

There is little, if any, coltan mining in for-
ested parts of Rwanda. In Nyungwe Forest,
soon to be declared Rwanda’s third National
Park, there is a history of illegal gold min-
ing, which also destroys habitat and pollutes
streams, but no coltan. Fortunately for the
mountain gorillas, there are no valuable
mineral deposits in the Volcanoes National
Park (or the contiguous gorilla habitat in
DR Congo and Uganda).

Much of my information on the Rwandan
mining industry came through meetings
with Viateur Nsengimana, Administrator for
EXCOM (Exploitation and
Commercialisation of Minerals) and Presi-
dent of TWISUNGANE, a co-operative of
peasant miners working three coltan mines
around Kamonyi, in the Province of
Gitarama. This kind co-operation cul-
minated in him driving me to a number of
mining sites on Sunday 6th May (see map
below). As we drove past Mt Kigali, he point-
ed out that it has cassiterite deposits but
they are not currently being mined. At
Mugina he spoke of heavy coltan deposits at
the top of a hill, leading the mining co-oper-
ative to install a pump to get water up to the
mine. Near Taba there are many coltan de-
posits around the big Protestant church and
hospital at Remera. At Shyorongi the mines
produce cassiterite, coltan and wolfram.
Rutongo has the only cassiterite refining
factory in the country. At Kayenzi, the
coltan ore has up to 61 percent tantalum
(usually 40-60%).

Historically, the Belgian mining compa-
nies Minetin and Somuki were replaced after
independence by SOMIRWA—the sole min-
eral trading company until the war. It has
now been replaced by Redemi (part state
owned, part private) and COPIMAR (made up
of many small miners’ co-operatives). After
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the war, mining became a free-for-all be-
cause crops had been left to rot and hungry
people mined wherever they could find min-
erals they could sell for food. Things are im-
proving now, but it is still not properly regu-
lated or controlled, which is why accidents
are so common. I asked about the ecological
damage which mining leaves behind, and was
told that the new mining law requires li-
censed miners to restore topsoil after the
valuable minerals have been extracted, but
this has not yet happened because it has just
been introduced.

Unfortunately, torrential rain prevented
close inspection of all but one mine near
Mwaka, but the deluge certainly illustrated
the danger from rock-falls and land-slips
whilst digging in such soft rock. The mine
consisted simply of the partially exposed
flanks of several small hills. I learned that
people have been mining here for more than
40 years, and it took only a few moments
conversation for people to run off and fetch
a couple of specimens of coltan which I pur-
chased. These were pebble-sized lumps—dif-
ferent from the Kahuzi-Biega grit I saw—one
weighed about 40gms and the other about
240gms. Around Mwaka, mines are worked by
a small co-operative called CEMAC, a mem-
ber of COPIMAR.

After the visit, I discussed the call for a
boycott of coltan from Central Africa with
Mr. Nsengimana and Francois Nkinziwiki,
President of a local NGO called The Dian
Fossey Challenge. Whilst understanding the
need to halt the destruction of the two World
Heritage Sites in DR Congo, they were con-
cerned that any regional boycott would hit
thousands of poor Rwandan families very
hard. After a decade of civil war, genocide
and social disruption, it would be singularly
cruel to impose further hardship on people
who were simply carrying out a legal occupa-
tion that has been going on for decades. Mr.
Nkinziwiki put it succinctly, saying, ‘““To
ban the coltan trade in Gitarama would be
like banning potatoes in Ruhengeri!”’

COLTAN MINING AND TRADE IN KIVU PROVINCE,
DRC

The terrain to the west of Lake Kivu
might be summarised as rolling hills, many
of them deforested long ago for cultivation
and cattle ranches with only a few patches of
forest here and there. There are very few cat-
tle today though, because tens of thousands
were appropriated and butchered to feed the
refugee camps, allegedly with the help of the
relief agencies, during the Rwandan refugee
crisis in the mid-90s. One formerly wealthy
landowner, Kasuku wa Ngeyo is pursuing his
as yet unresolved grievance over this matter.
Gorillas and chimpanzees lived in some of
the forest patches on his land near Masisi
and Walikale in the 1980s, but he doubts very
much if any survive now.

Deposits of coltan here are concentrated in
South Kivu Province, but not all are in
PNKB. Many are in undesignated forest or
on agricultural land, and mining is simply
an optional change in land-use for the land-
owner. Indeed, finding that you have coltan
beneath your soil might be seen as the Kivu
equivalent of striking oil—with the advan-
tage that little equipment beyond a shovel is
required to start mining. The law in Congo
requires, however, that even on our own
land, you need to pay for a license from the
relevant government authority to extract
minerals. During the two recent civil wars,
however, such laws have been widely ignored
and mining rights have been claimed by
whichever militia holds sway over a par-
ticular area at the time.

As in Rwanda, the history of mining in this
area goes back to the colonial period when a
Belgian company MGL established perma-
nent settlements to mine mainly gold and
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tin. After independence the mining was car-
ried out by the SOMINKI, and included one
centre at Kabunga which was a base for
prospecting in the area now included in the
Kahuzi-Biega National Park.

A long-standing controversy

The extension to the park was designated
in 1977, but without a detailed study of the
consequences. The boundary as drawn in-
cluded mines and permanent stone-built
houses belonging to SOMINKI. The park au-
thorities at the time asked for a Commission
to study the boundary issue and resolve dis-
putes with local community leaders, but this
never happened. M. Anicent Mburanumwe
Chiri, the Regional Head of ICCN in Eastern
DRC, proposes that, as soon as the crisis is
over, this long overdue commission should be
established. The commission should be com-
posed of representatives from TUNESCO,
ICCN, NGOs (local and international), local
government and community leaders. Its task
would be to define once and for all the limits
of this World Heritage Site and—if agree-
ment is reached by all parties—to establish
zones within the boundary where controlled
exploitation is permitted. ‘“‘Modern conserva-
tion opinion would never condone the cre-
ation of a vast national park that no-one
knows the exact boundaries of, and which
does not take into account the needs or opin-
ions of local communities?”’

Pygmy communities in the PNKB

During the Belgian colonial period, the au-
thorities’ attitude to forest-dwelling pyg-
mies living a traditional way of life was to
regard them as a part of the forest eco-sys-
tem that the parks were created to protect.
This was at once an enlightened and racist
attitude—enlightened because seeing hu-
mans as a part of nature than separate from
it is a recent trend, but deeply racist because
it carried with it the condescending implica-
tion that pygmy people were little more
than animals. The future of their culture
looks bleak in this region, but the fortunate
few who find an education can do well; I was
told that some had joined the army and that
one had reached the rank of captain.

Pygmy people have not had much involve-
ment with mining of any minerals because
their traditional way of life centered around
hunting animals. These soon disappear from
around permanent settlements such as
mines, through hunting or disturbance by
miners, and so there is little incentive for
hunter gatherer communities to stay.

Mining techniques

The coltan is found in fairly soft rock,
streambeds and alluvial deposits. Miners (in
French ‘‘creuseurs’” or ‘‘boulonneurs’” from
boulot-job, or ‘“njengeneur’’) dig with shov-
els, sometimes with picks and crowbars to
loosen the substrate. The loose mix is sieved
through mesh of approx. 5bmm squares. The
grit is then washed in a bowl, box or piece of
curved bark until only the heavy coltan par-
ticles remain. The need for water to separate
out the coltan means, of course, that mining
tends to be concentrated along streams and
rivers. This exacerbates the erosion of soils
and the risk of landslips during heavy rain,
and tends to silt up pools downstream.

The coltan grit is bagged in small nylon
bags sewn from larger food sacks. There are
two rough measures—a desert spoon and a
“le gosse’” (a small tin, originally a con-
densed milk brand, which has come to mean
the tin itself; it contains 78gms of sweetened
milk concentrate when sold, but holds about
200gms of coltan grit). When the bags are full
they may weigh from 15kg to 50kg according
to the strength of the carrier, and a spring
balance is usually present at the site to
weight them. The bags are sewn shut and
transported on the back in a ‘“‘makako’—a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

sort of basket-rucksack made from forest
lianas (another significant impact on the
eco-system when one considers the thou-
sands of people involved).

The northern park boundary is along the
River Luka, and pirogues (dug-out canoes)
are used to cross to Isangi, which sits on a
hill between the confluence of the Luka and
the River Ilawimbi. The journey to Itebero is
by foot and canoe, and from there it is trans-
ported by road to Walikale airstrip.

Summary of environmental damage from coltan
mining in DRC forests

Forest clearance and use of timber and
poles to build camps to accommodate work-
ers;

Forest clearance to expose substrate for
mining;

Pollution of streams by silt from washing
process;

Erosion of unprotected earth during rains
leading to land-slips;

Cutting of firewood for warmth and cook-
ing in camps;

Hunting of animals for bushmeat to feed
miners and camp followers;

Animals maimed or dying after escaping
from snares;

De-barking trees to make panning trays
for washing coltan;

Cutting of lianas to make carrying baskets
for coltan;

Disturbance of animals due to large num-
ber of people resident in and moving through
forest;

Silting up of streams likely to kill inverte-
brates and reduce photosynthesis in aquatic
plants;

Reduced productivity of fish stocks in
lakes and rivers affected by silt pollution;

Ecological changes due to loss of keystone
species such as elephants and apes;

Long-term changes in watershed due to
rapid run-off in deforested areas.

SECURITY SITUATION IN KAHUZI-BIEGA
NATIONAL PARK

For the past two years, only part of the
highland area of the park has been accessible
to wardens and rangers. The area monitored
has varied from five to 10 per cent of the
total 6,000 square kilometres. The other 90-95
per cent has been under the control of var-
ious armed factions, including branches of
the Mai-Mai and the Interahamwe (as de-
tailed in the ICCN/GTZ newsletter ‘Le
Gorille’, last year’s Digit News by DFGFE,
Wildlife Times by BFF and Gorilla Journal
by BRD).

In the three weeks prior to my visit, there
were two incidents in which ICCN gorilla
monitoring teams encountered Interahamwe
within a few kilometres of the park HQ at
Tshivanga. They reported well equipped, uni-
formed patrols of ten men, each with an
AK47 and two magazines. They had radios,
and even mobile phones—not the image of
ragged gangs living in the bush. But if they
control some of the coltan trade, they would
certainly have the money to purchase such
things. The reports beg the question of where
the radios are being charged. On each occa-
sion, a tracker was kidnapped by the patrol,
was held for three days and escaped. This led
the warden to reduce the area of regular pa-
trolling to the bare minimum to monitor the
habituated gorillas, and prevents any visi-
tors from seeing the gorillas (in the monthly
meeting I learned that least month, five
brave tourists went gorilla tracking!).

Little has been known of what was going
on in the vast lowland sector, except that
bushmeat, ivory, timber and other products
were reported to be being exploited at an
alarming rate. It was not until March this
year, however, that an accurate picture
emerged, and the extent of the shocking
damage was revealed.

June 12, 2001

THE ‘‘INDEPENDENT CONSULTANT’S’’ REPORT
AND INTERVIEW

By far the most impressive source of infor-
mation was the report by an independent
Congolese consultant. In the words of M.
Bedy Makhuba Mbele, Chef du Department
de I’Agriculture et du Development Rural in
the RCD-Goma government on hearing of his
work, ‘‘He is a hero!” He deserves some kind
of official recognition.” Unfortunately, such
recognition would likely lead to his un-
timely demise, so he is referred to only as
‘IC’ in this report, and his name and signa-
ture have been masked in the copy of his re-
port attached as Annex B.

Most digging sites are around old
SOMINKI camps (in Belgian times, called
MGL Mines des Grands Lacs) where cas-
siterite was mined. At that time, MGL was
also mining gold in Kamituga, south of the
park, which meant that miners were active
in the whole region.When MGL closed down
after independence, local people continued to
dig for gold, and noticed other minerals but
the low price of coltan did not justify mining
it. When the price of tantalum rose, it be-
came a desirable commodity and led to the
current boom, but it is important to see this
in the context of the history of mineral ex-
ploitation in this area.

The link between Mai-Mai presence, coltan
and military deployment: My notes on this
subject are as follows: RPA/RCD presence be-
tween Tshivanga and Hombo. 4km North of
Hombo, the Mai-Mai have their own road-
block at Tchambusha. Presence of road-
blocks does not deter vendors taking goods
to mines, but taxes have to be paid to Mai-
Mai (organised, not just personal bribes).

In far west of PNKB is a sub-division of
Mai-Mai called Manyowa-Manyowa. The
term Mai-Mai, I was told, is from Maji-Maji
(water) which was a password used by them.
There are about 12 sub-groups within the
general term Mai-Mai, which have been lik-
ened by US military analysts to ‘warlords’.

Porters are paid a tin of coltan (then worth
$30) to carry 20 kilos for two days (plus food)
to Itebero.

The weekly fee to work in the forest is 2
spoons of coltan (then about $7.50)—one to
the military and one to the ‘chef de colline’
(chef of hill). This is paid in coltan so its
value changes. Multiply this by the 10,000—
15,000 or more workers estimated to be in
PNKB and the monthly income to those con-
trolling the mining area was of the order of
$600,000 to more than $1 million for the
month of March.

Transportation between Kavumu and min-
ing sites: More than 13 flights per day from
Kavumu to the four airstrips in Shabunda re-
gion: Salambila, Kampene, Namoyo and
Lulingu, plus Walikale. Laden planes then
flew east, presumably to Kigali.

Sample for analysis: I asked IC if he could
buy a sample of coltan from KBNP. The fol-
lowing morning he met me with about
860gms of heavy, dark-grey grit and small
stones (particle size from sand to 8mm)
which he had been told was from Kakelo, a
site near Camp Vuma (see map in IC’s re-
port). The sample cost $25, and on return to
Kigali T had it analysed with the following
results:

% Ta205=6.359
% Nb205=17.457
% Sn02=51.347
% T102=17.969
% W=—0.0096
Ta=Tantalite
Nb=Niobium
Sn=Tin
Ti=Titan
W=Wolfram
Therefore your sample had 6% tantalite
and 51% tin.
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THE ‘‘NEGOTIATOR”’

One of the most useful sources of informa-
tion was a dealer in Bukavu who described
himself as a ‘‘negotiateur’. Whilst under the
impression that I was interested in buying a
considerable quantity of coltan while the
price is low, he provided much information,
from current price lists and locations and
bad quality coltan mines to anecdotes about
the trade. For example

He explained that there are two systems of
trading. One can either buy a license for
$40,000 per year and pay an export tax of $4
per kilo of coltan as an official ‘‘comptoire”.
Or one can export without these expensive
details as, for example, he had just done with
six tonnes of coltan he has just taken to
Kigali. He mentioned buying from miners at
$12 per kilo and showed me a recent price list
from a buyer in Kigali, with prices paid in
US dollars per pound weight, varying accord-
ing to the percentage of Tantalum thus:

10% Tantalum=$20 per 1b ($44 per kilo)
16% ‘=850 per 1b ($110 per kilo)
18% ¢‘=$60 per 1b ($132 per kilo)
20% ‘=875 per 1b ($165 per kilo)

Best quality coltan, with 40 or 45% tan-
talum is found around Numbi (30km from the
main road, halfway between Goma and
Bukavu on the west shore of Lake Kivu), but
this, he said, is “‘private’’. It is alleged to be
under the control of RPA officers, and is the
site at which Rwandan prisoners were re-
ported to have been used as forced labour
(see UN Report). He warned against buying
coltan from Nkumwa, which was very low
quality. The cost of analysis by spectrometer
was $5—$10, and there are machines in
Bukavu as well as Kigali. To explain the
process of analysis, he produced two small
samples, which had been ground to a fine
powder, and showed me the resulting print-
outs showing about 16 per cent tantalum.

After taking so much of his time, I
thanked him for his advice and left without
buying any coltan.

THE POSITION OF ICCN

The Institut Congolaise pour le Conserva-
tion de la Nature (ICCN) has proved extraor-
dinarily capable of adapting to the problems
imposed by two civil wars. Despite being re-
sponsible for national parks in areas con-
trolled by three political authorities—two
rebel groups and the government in
Kinshasa—an agreement has been reached
which allows it to function (see Annex D).
This is despite it having been starved of re-
sources for many years.

When the pillage of Kahuzi-Biega was first
brought to the attention of the international
community during the 1994 Rwandan refugee
exodus, little was done because the humani-
tarian crisis made conservation seem a low
priority in comparison. When things got
worse during the first Congo civil war in
1996, little was done to help the hard pressed
warden and rangers. If it were not for the
continued, if scaled down, GTZ project, and
the courage of the GTZ and ICCN staff in
keeping a sense of normality through the
most difficult and dangerous times, it is un-
likely that that the park would have re-
mained functioning. Great strides were made
in the optimistic, but brief, period between
the wars. When the second civil war de-
stroyed much of the new infrastructure, it
destroyed much of the morale of the park
staff too. But there were much cheered by
the announcement that UNESCO had come
up with an ambitious scheme, largely funded
by the UN Foundation, to save the five
World Heritage Sites in DRC. Roughly
speaking, it provided just over $4 million
over four years to the five sites—i.e., about
$200,000 per site per year. Much of this was to
be spent on salaries, giving the rangers
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something like $20 per month. Not a fortune,
but to those who have not been paid for
years, it was significant news. Headline
news, in fact, as articles in local and inter-
national press attest. Hopes were raised.
Things were looking up. Unfortunately, up
to this point, only one advance payment of
$20,000 per site has been made (and spent)
and as the months pass, frustrations mount.

In late 1999, prompted by Dr Jo Thompson,
the Ape Alliance also began working to raise
funds to help ICCN, setting up and an ad hoc
DRC Parks Emergency Relief Mission with
the Belgian NGO Nouvelles Approaches. The
idea took off quickly, and starting with a
$25,000 grant from IFAW, within days various
groups had pledged amounts to a total of
$70,000. More has since been raised, but as
soon as it comes in, it is spent on equipment
ranging from boots to bicycles. More is still
being raised, and because Kahuzi-Biega is
relatively easy to reach, it has had most of
its emergency needs met. For example, with
money raised by the Rachel Hunter Gorilla
Appeal, the Born Free Foundation last year
provided a Landover 101, a one-tonne 4x4 (see
above) and made a commitment to fund its
fuel and parts, as well as new uniforms and
guard housing for the next three years. The
German NGO Bergorilla & Regenwald
Direkthilfe sent medical supplies and with
IPPL, covered the cost of publishing ‘Le
Gorille’—an influential local newsletter.
This raised morale, but apart from small
payments from the GTZ budget, the question
of salaries has yet to be resolved. Some ICCN
staff have not been paid for 70 months! At
the moment, any mention of UNESCO is cur-
rently met with a negative response. Chief
Warden Kasereka explained that although
the $4 million scheme was designed to solve
ICCN’s problems, it has actually created a
greater problem: disillusionment. Explaining
to staff every month for more than two years
that the UNESCO money will be there soon
has not been easy when, month after month,
it fails to materialise. GTZ Project manager
Carlos Schuler-Deschryver summed it up, ‘It
is as if UNESCO heard there was a crisis in
Congo, and set off immediately to help, but
they decided to walk instead of taking the
plane, and they only set off when they had
finished their cup of coffee! By the time they
get here, there will be nothing left to save!”

Despite the lack of resources, however, and
the danger the men face when on patrol in a
war zone, the conservation work being done
in the limited areas is first rate. On 2nd May
2001, I happened to arrive at Tshivanga (the
park HQ) in time to sit through what seemed
like a cross between a scientific seminar and
a management workshop. After each warden
had presented a summary of his or her work
for the month of April, using hand-drawn
maps and charts on rolls of brown paper, I
asked if this was a typical month. Yes, came
the answer. It would have been impressive in
any park in any country of the world. But in
a war zone? With few resources, and little or
no pay? I told them that the quality and
quantity of work was almost incredible. And
it gave me hope that if the world does wake
up and provide some substantive assistance,
this well managed, well motivated and cou-
rageous team would be the one to do the job.

One of the innovative acts that the warden
implemented last year was to take on about
20 new members of staff—all of them known
poachers. They were trained, and provided
with uniforms, but as yet they have not been
paid what they were promised because the
UNESCO money for salaries has not arrived.
Kasereka told me, ‘“They are losing faith. If
we don’t pay them soon, we will lose them
and they’ll return to poaching.”

THE POSITION OF RCD-GOMA

The RCD-Goma is not just a group of

armed rebels, it is a political body described
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in UN parlance as a ‘‘non-state entity with
aspirations of statehood’. The President, M.
Adolphe Onusumba, is a known to Vital
Katembo, DFGFE’s Mount Tshiaberimu
Project Manager, but was in Lusaka for
peace talks and so could not be seen during
my stay. Instead, I had a very positive meet-
ing with M. Francis Bedy Makhubu Mabele,
Chief du Department de 1’Agriculture et du
Development Rural (equivalent to the Min-
ister for Agriculture and Rural Develop-
ment) and his aide, M. Gaby Djanga Lombe.
The RCD-Goma is supportive of ICCN, and
signed the agreement (Annex D) to permit
conservation to continue despite the polit-
ical and military divisions in the country. M.
Bedy Makhubu pointed out that the attack
last September, in which ten of his country-
men died whilst working on the boundary of
the corridor linking the eastern and western
sectors of Kahuzi-Biega, indicates what risks
conservationists take (see Redmond, 2000).
He preferred the term ‘bandits’ rather than
terms such as Interanhamwe or Mai-Mai for
what the UN Security Council report terms
‘negative forces’. He described how armed
gangs of these ‘bandits’ rob and murder peo-
ple, and how the RCD is unable to prevent it
through lack of resources.

If the international community would pro-
vide the means, he felt sure that the situa-
tion could be turned around given the obvi-
ous dedication of ICCN staff.

THE RWANDAN GOVERNMENT’S POSITION

Rwanda has long been extremely sup-
portive of great ape conservation. Since the
death of Digit on the last day of 1977, and the
rallying of support of mountain gorillas
through the work of Dian Fossey, Rwanda
has largely been held up as a shining exam-
ple to other developing countries. Since 1979,
the government has been an active partner
in first the mountain Gorilla Project and
then the International Gorilla conservation
Programme (both consortia with FFI, AWF
and WWF). Throughout the civil war and
genocide, except in the most extreme cir-
cumstances the Rwanda parks authority,
ORTPN, has continued to protect the Parc
des Volcans with its own rangers, and co-op-
erate with the anti-poaching patrols of the
Karisoke Research Centre, funded by the
Dian Fossey Gorilla Fund International.

It is strange, then, to read of Rwanda being
accused of involvement with the demise of
Grauer’s gorillas in eastern DRC. I put this
to the Minister of the Interior, M. Jean de
Dieu Ntiruhungwa, and he was firm in his
reply, ‘“The Rwandan Government considers
gorilla conservation to be very important,
and this applies both in Rwanda and in
neighbouring Congo.” The same point was
made by H.E. Mrs Rosemary Museminali, the
Rwandan Ambassador in London. How, then,
do the allegations stand up to scrutiny?

The area of KBNP in which coltan mining
is destroying wildlife and habitat is not in
the hands of Rwanda’s army or their allies
the RCD-Goma. It is occupied by Mai-Mai
and Interahamwe—Rwanda’s enemies. It is
also difficult terrain in which to fight a
guerrila war, and would require a major mili-
tary campaign if it were to be taken by
force—with the consequent further destruc-
tion (human and wildlife) that this would en-
tail. Is Rwanda exonerated then?

As detailed in the controversial UN Secu-
rity Council report (see www.un.org/News and
extracts in Annex A) there is a debate over
whether Rwanda and Uganda should trade at
all with eastern DRC while it is in the hands
of rebels hostile to the Kinshasa govern-
ment. Rwanda points out that eastern DRC
is closer to the ports of Mombasa, Kenya and
Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, than to Kinshasa,
and that trade has always flowed eastwards
from the region (which is why Swahili is the
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first language of many in eastern Congo).
The latest reports of the UN Security Coun-
cil debate on this issue can be found at
www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2001/
sc7057.doc.hitm.

Whatever the outcome of this wider trade
debate, however, the fact remains that there
are calls for a specific boycott of coltan from
the region in an attempt to protect Congo’s
bio-diversity. But as we have seen, this
would cause intense hardship to Rwanda’s
legal miners. What is required is for the sci-
entific community to pinpoint the chemical
signatures of coltan samples known to origi-
nate in KBNP (and other protected areas
such as the Okapi Wildlife Reserve and
Maiko National Park), and for international
buyers to agree to avoid shipments that
match them. This is not as far-fetched as it
may seem to the distant observer.

Geological collections and published data
are likely to hold some of the results, and as
ICCN has shown—the area can be infiltrated
by an undercover agent. The international
community should respond by making the
expertise and resources available to the rel-
evant authorities—whatever their politics—
for the sake of saving these areas of out-
standing bio-diversity now. Conservation
cannot wait for the outcome of political
wrangling. And as the tripartite agreement
between the three regions of ICCN has shown
(Annex D), it can be done.

BUSHMEAT, ORPHANED APES AND IVORY

The trade in bushmeat is widely acknowl-
edged to pose the most serious threat to Af-
rica’s great apes and many other endangered
species. Even though apes form only a small
percentage of species traded, the impact on
species with slow reproduction rates is enor-
mous. In some areas, apes may be Killed for
food, in others, they may be killed or
maimed by snares set for other species. Ei-
ther way, populations of gorillas, chim-
panzees and bonobos are reported or thought
to be declining in most areas, leading to pre-
dictions of extinction over most of the range
within 10 to 20 years (Ape Alliance campaign
details available at www.4apes.com).

The rise of the commercial bushmeat trade
in West and Central Africa prompted the Ape
Alliance in 1996 to commission a review by
Cambridge zoologist Evan Bowen-Jones (Ape
Alliance, 1998). At that time, a survey of
Grauer’s gorilla populations gave an esti-
mate of 8,660—25,499 gorillas (mean 16,902) in
11 populations (Hall et al, 1998). Of these, 86
percent were found in the Kahuzi-Biega low-
land forests, and those which extend beyond
the park boundary westwards to Kasese (see
map, page 4). An oft repeated estimate for
the number of gorillas in KBNP itself is +/—
8,000. This was a higher estimate than earlier
surveys indicated, and there was some opti-
mism that this sub-species might be rel-
atively safe. Sadly, the optimism was short
lived.

When the first reports of the exploitation
of Kahuzi-Biega mentioned bushmeat, it was
thought that the meat was probably destined
for local markets. The independent consult-
ant (IC) confirmed that this was the case
when hunting first increased in 1998. Reports
of ivory, timber and gold coming out of the
park left the impression that anything of
value was being looted by these armed ‘ban-
dits’. It is only now that the picture since
1999 has emerged. Most of the miners in the
park were eating large mammal meat for a
year or more, including elephants, gorillas,
chimpanzees, buffaloes and antelopes. By the
time the IC did his undercover work this
March, people were eating tortoises, birds,
small antelope and monkeys. He reported
that hunters used to go out daily from the
mining camps and return with large mam-
mals. Now they go out for up to a week, and
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even then sometimes return empty handed.
No elephant meat was seen during his four
weeks of fieldwork, nor were tracks ob-
served. Putting that in the context of the
map above, with its scattering of dots rep-
resenting mining camps and settlements, it
seems likely that elephants may be all but
extinct and other large mammals have de-
clined dramatically and are heading for local
extinction. If these reports are verified, the
world population of Grauer’s gorilla may
have declined by 80-90 per cent, with perhaps
as few as 2,000-3,000 survivors in scattered
pockets of a few hundred each. The IC report
(Annex B) mentions an estimated 200 men
setting snares to feed the mining camps. In
a park of 6,000 km2, this gives an average
hunting ground of only 5km x 6km per
hunter (although in reality the distribution
would not be even). Clearly, sustained trap-
ping at this intensity will exterminate every
terrestrial animal capable of triggering the
snares. In addition, the IC mentions poachers
and ex-military using fire-arms—these will
ensure the arboreal species, such as monkeys
and larger birds, do not escape the carnage.

In the mining camps in KBNP, money is
seldom used because coltan has become the
currency. Most of the bushmeat is not,
therefore, being exported to towns for sale,
but is being exchanged directly for coltan to
feed the miners. But I did hear a story of a
large piece of elephant meat being flown out
in a military aircraft for consumption by of-
ficers.

Tvory

There were also rumors of nearly two
tonnes of ivory in a store in Bukavu. In the
latest issue of the ICCN PKNB-GTZ News-
letter ‘Le Gorille, 4° Chantal Shalukoma
writes that ‘about 1,340 kg of ivory exist in
the commune Ibanda and about 500 kg at the
home of a businessman in Bukavu, who acts
as an intermediary between the poachers and
foreign buyers. These caches are thought to
have come from the massacre of 46 elephants
in the mountainous region of KBNP.” Hard
evidence, however, is harder to come by, al-
though the quantity of ivory on sale in
Rwanda is an indication of the increase in il-
legal trade in that commodity (see Annex E).
Orphaned apes

The IC mentioned that he had seen a live
baby gorilla being carried out of the forest
on someone’s back in a baby wrap. It was not
a very small one (maybe 1-2 years) and
seemed in good health. This was shortly be-
fore an expatriate soldier was offered a baby
gorilla for sale in Gisenyi, Rwanda on 10th
April 2001, and could well have been the same
one. Unfortunately, the well-meaning soldier
lectured the vendors on the error of their
ways, and so was not taken to see the orphan
and its whereabouts now is not known.
Sadly, the whereabouts is known of many or-
phan chimpanzees, who seem better able to
survive the traumas of capture and ill-treat-
ment.

At the quarterly meeting of ICCN Con-
servators on 22nd and 23rd November 2000,
the subject of illegally held protected species
was on the agenda. It was estimated that
there may be as many as 50 orphan chim-
panzees in the region—Vince Smith spoke of
at least 20 in Bukavu and up to 10 in Goma
alone. One of the action points for that
meeting was to organize a census of such
captives, most of which are not receiving
adequate care. The problem is then what to
do about them. Without a sanctuary to keep
them in, the authorities are unable to con-
fiscate them, and so there is an urgent need
for an animal welfare NGO to step in to help
here.

The lesson of Uganda’s Ngamba Island
sanctuary should be considered, however.
Built to cope with just one or two
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confiscations per year, the war in DRC has
led to a sharp increase in chimp orphans
being smuggled or brought home by soldiers
as pets, and the sanctuary is now full. Re-
sources are now being sought for a second is-
land sanctuary to cope with the anticipated
rush of new confiscations by the Uganda
Wildlife Authority.

If a similar ICCN approved sanctuary is
built near Lake Kivu, it must also become an
education centre designed to deter people
from Kkilling chimpanzees, and so help to
cure the problem of which these sad orphans
are a symptom.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF THE COLTAN
BOOM

The destructive nature of the coltan-rush
is not just to be measured in its environ-
mental impact. Instead of being a rate oppor-
tunity for bringing benefits to hard-pressed
communities, Coltan has brought out the
world attributes of human nature—deca-
dence, immorality, drug abuse and crime.

Thousands of families have been deserted
by their main wage-earner in the desire to
“get-rich-quick”.

Agricultural production is therefore down
as many fields remain un-tilled.

Prostitution has increased; the IC reported
that in the camps, sex was available for a
spoonful of coltan.

As a consequence, an increase in sexually
transmitted diseases has been reported, espe-
cially AIDS.

Drug abuse and crime has reportedly risen
as more ‘‘fast money’’ has been circulating.

Education has been badly affected; in Le
Gorille 4, Bakongo Mudahama reports that
school attendance has dropped by 30 per cent
as students have deserted their studies for
‘la chasse du Coltan’.

Many lives have been lost in mining acci-
dents; Bakongo (ibid) reports 90 miners
killed in collapsed coltan mines in Mumba
and Luwowo.

Almost all of the major profits of this val-
uable resource accrue to foreigners, not to
local people.

It is a double tragedy that the sudden in-
crease in coltan prices has led to social and
ecological destruction, rather than providing
an opportunity to bring lasting benefits to
the people of this region by careful exploi-
tation of legally mined deposits. It is the re-
sponsibility of those in the developed world,
whose demand has created this chaos, to step
in with the skills and resources to turn the
situation around.

Coltan mining, with safe mines and envi-
ronmentally responsible practice, could yet
turn out to be a boom to the region. But only
a responsible attitude on the part of the buy-
ers will achieve this in a region where guns
rule and might is perceived as right. The
concept of ‘Certified Coltan’ needs to be in-
troduced immediately to the world market,
and mineral dealers must act quickly if they
are not to be tainted with the decadence of
the DRC Coltan Boom.

CONCLUSION

The future of Kahuzi-Biega National Park
hangs in the balance. It is up to the inter-
national community to decide which way
that balance will tip.

Although no census has been possible in
the occupied lowland section, the warden is
now estimating that gorilla numbers in
KBNP may have dropped below 1,000, of
which 130 live in the better protected moun-
tain sector.

The habituated groups are in this sector,
and may end up as the only survivors in the
short term. But 130 is considered by geneti-
cists as too small for a founder population of
a genetically heterogenous species, and the
danger of in-breeding may threaten their
long term survival even with protection from
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bushmeat hunters. There is a slim possibility
that a few of the other scattered, isolated
populations of Grauer’s gorilla have sur-
vived, but if so, numbers are likely to be
small and declining and they may face the
same fate as those in KBNP.

Given that the forests in and adjacent to
KBNP were estimated to contain 86 per cent
of the world’s Grauer’s gorillas, and that the
other 14 per cent is also likely to have been
hit by poaching, the evidence indicates a
possible 80-90 per cent reduction in only
three years.

If this park and its magnificent gorillas
are to be given one last chance, it must be
with both parts of the park, and the corridor
of land that links them, intact. Now is the
time of action!
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I am very pleased to rise in support of
H.R. 643, legislation which would reau-
thorize the African Elephant Conserva-
tion Act. I would certainly like to com-
pliment and commend the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Fisheries Con-
servation, Wildlife, and Oceans, the
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gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), who also happens to be the
author of this piece of legislation, a
dear friend and a colleague, and cer-
tainly also would like to commend the
chairman of our Committee on Re-
sources, the gentleman from Utah (Mr.
HANSEN), and our ranking Democrat,
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
RAHALL), for their support in bringing
this legislation to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, it was not too long ago
when the annihilation of the African
elephant population was predicted, if
not expected, to occur by the close of
the 20th century. Such was the devas-
tation, that by the end of the 1980s the
population of African elephants, which
once had ranged over virtually the en-
tire Sub-Saharan region of the African
continent, was reduced to small rem-
nant populations suffering from wide-
spread poaching and other conflicts
with the needs of the growing human
population.

In response to this conservation cri-
sis, the Congress of the United States
passed the African Elephant Conserva-
tion Act in 1988, and the fate of this
flagship species has been improving
ever since.

Grants initiated under the African
Elephant Act have been responsive, ef-
fective, and successful in supporting
conservation activities throughout Af-
rica. As a result, many range states
today have taken great strides in re-
ducing poaching, which was at one
time approaching epidemic propor-
tions. Grants have also supported ac-
tivities to confront and fight the ille-
gal trade in wildlife and to build con-
servation capabilities to the village
level, where there is still much more
that needs to be done.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 643 is a straight-
forward reauthorization of this act.
The administration fully supports this
legislation, and I commend the staff of
the Fish and Wildlife Service for their
cooperation in working with us to im-
prove this legislation. As a result, the
few refinements that were adopted dur-
ing consideration by the Subcommittee
on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and
Oceans should stimulate greater public
involvement, help create new partner-
ships and ensure fair and equitable sup-
port for local conservation activities.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, great
progress has been made in recovering
African elephants from the precipice of
disaster. That is an achievement for
which we can all be proud. Yet future
progress is contingent on the United
States maintaining its strong leader-
ship and support for this very success-
ful and effective international wildlife
conservation effort.

Again, I commend my good friend
from Maryland for sponsorship of this
legislation, and I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of H.R. 643, legislation which would re-author-
ize the African Elephant Conservation Act. |
am pleased that today we are also considering
H.R. 700 to reauthorize the Asia Elephant
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Conservation Act. These bills are vital to insur-
ing the survival of one of the earth’s “flagship”
species.

Less than two decades ago, the African Ele-
phant population teetered on the brink of ex-
tinction. Rampant poaching fueled by the
black market trade of ivory and the encroach-
ment of human development had reduced the
once abundant population to a small trace of
its former prosperity.

The African Elephant Conservation Act was
enacted in 1988 in response to this crisis. The
grants initiated under the act have dramatically
reduced poaching by working with local com-
munities to eliminate the illegal trade in endan-
gered wildlife and to foster sustainable con-
servation practices.

At a time when we are confronting the loss
of many species, every effort must be made in
Congress to preserve species of plants, ani-
mals and their habitats throughout the world.
We must continue to strengthen endangered
species laws and to support the strongest pos-
sible measures to ensure the survival of the
world’s elephants and other wildlife popu-
lations.

Mr. FALEMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 643, as
amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX and the Chair’s

prior announcement, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———

ASIAN ELEPHANT CONSERVATION
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2001

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 700) to reauthorize the Asian
Elephant Conservation Act of 1997, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 700

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Asian Elephant
Conservation Reauthorization Act of 2001°°.

SEC. 2. REAUTHORIZATION OF ASIAN ELEPHANT
CONSERVATION ACT OF 1997.

Section 7 of the Asian Elephant Conservation
Act of 1997 (16 U.S.C. 4266) is amended by strik-
ing ““1998”° and all that follows through ‘2002’
and inserting ‘2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006,
and 2007°.
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SEC. 3. LIMITATION
PENSES.

Section 7 of the Asian Elephant Conservation
Act of 1997 (16 U.S.C. 4266) is further amended—

(1) by striking ‘“There are authoriced’’ and in-
serting ‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Of amounts
available each fiscal year to carry out this Act,
the Secretary may expend not more than 3 per-
cent or 380,000, whichever is greater, to pay the
administrative expenses necessary to carry out
this Act.”.

SEC. 4. COOPERATION.

The Asian Elephant Conservation Act of 1997
is further amended by redesignating section 7
(16 U.S.C. 4266) as section 8, and by inserting
after section 6 the following:

“SEC. 7. ADVISORY GROUP.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—To assist in carrying out
this Act, the Secretary may convene an advisory
group consisting of individuals representing
public and private organizations actively in-
volved in the conservation of Asian elephants.

““(b) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—

‘(1) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Group shall—

““(A) ensure that each meeting of the advisory
group is open to the public; and

‘““(B) provide, at each meeting, an opportunity
for interested persons to present oral or written
statements concerning items on the agenda.

“(2) NOTICE.—The Secretary shall provide to
the public timely notice of each meeting of the
advisory group.

“(3) MINUTES.—Minutes of each meeting of
the advisory group shall be kept by the Sec-
retary and shall be made available to the public.

“(c) EXEMPTION FROM FEDERAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the
advisory group.’’.

SEC. 5. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Asian
Elephant Conservation Act of 1997 is amended
as follows:

(1) Section 4(3) (16 U.S.C. 4263(3)) is amended
by striking ‘‘the Asian Elephant Conservation
Fund established under section 6(a)’ and in-
serting ‘‘the account established by division A,
section 101(e), title I of Public Law 105-277
under the heading ‘MULTINATIONAL SPECIES
CONSERVATION FUND’ .

(2) Section 6 (16 U.S.C. 4265) is amended by
striking the section heading and all that follows
through ‘‘(d) ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF DONA-
TIONS.—’’ and inserting the following:

“SEC. 6. ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF DONATIONS.”.

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Title I of section
101(e) of division A of Public Law 105-277 (112
Stat. 2681-237) is amended under the heading
“MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND’’
by striking ‘‘Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation
Act, subchapter I’ and inserting ‘‘Rhinoceros
and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994, part I’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) and the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to support
this legislation, H.R. 700, to extend the
Asian Elephant Conservation Act. This
act was first proposed in 1997 by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON) in response to the dramatic
decline in the population of Asian ele-
phants.

ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
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There are many reasons why the pop-
ulation of this keystone species has
fallen to less than 40,000 animals in the
wild. However, the overriding reason
has been the loss of essential habitat.
In the short time the Asian Elephant
Conservation Fund has been in place,
the Fish and Wildlife Service has spent
$3 million on 27 conservation projects
in nine different range countries. These
projects have assisted in the construc-
tion of anti-poaching camps, equipped
field staff, and educating local indige-
nous people about the critical impor-
tance of conserving this species.

During our subcommittee hearing,
Ms. Ginette Hemley of the World Wild-
life Fund testified that ‘‘when tigers
and elephants thrive, the whole eco-
system thrives. When they suffer, the
entire ecosystem suffers, including the
people that live in or around it.”

Mr. Speaker, I urge an aye vote on
H.R. 700. I am confident by reauthor-
izing this small investment of money
we will provide huge conservation ben-
efits.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of H.R. 700, a bill to re-
authorize the Asian Elephant Con-
servation Act.

I certainly would like to commend
my good friend, the former chairman of
the Subcommittee on Fisheries Con-
servation, Wildlife, and Oceans, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON), for being the author and the
sponsor of this legislation, and cer-
tainly for his continued leadership in
protecting the world’s imperiled wild-
life heritage. I also thank the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), our current chairman of
the subcommittee, for his leadership in
bringing this legislation forward.

Mr. Speaker, unlike African ele-
phants, the plight of Asian elephants
was not widely known until 1997, only 4
years ago. Sadly, we have learned that
the population of Asian elephants, at
one time flourishing throughout
Southern and Southeast Asia, is now
fragmented into populations scattered
across 13 countries, most of which are
shrinking.
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In addition, Mr. Speaker, domes-
ticated use of Asian elephants for
transport and other industrial activi-
ties has removed animals from tradi-
tional areas and further stressed wild
populations. With so many changes to
the natural habitat, domesticated uses
are now one of the several factors
which are a threat to the future viabil-
ity of Asian elephants in the wild. This
issue needs to be addressed in a manner
which addresses traditional cultural
values and the continued survival of
the species.

June 12, 2001

Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, the Asian
Elephant Conservation Act has helped
address these threats. Grants initiated
under the act have provided valuable
financial assistance to impoverished
areas to support a wide range of con-
servation activities. Most notably, the
development of conservation strategies
and education tools to address the
growing frequency of elephant-human
conflicts, a scenario which often proves
deadly for the elephants, the local vil-
lagers, or both, has been especially ef-
fective.

The grants have also supported im-
portant ecological studies, construc-
tion of anti-poaching camps, and pro-
vided conservation training in several
range States. Progress, albeit slow, has
been made.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 700 is a bill which
was ordered reported by the Committee
on Resources by unanimous vote. In
addition, the administration fully sup-
ports this legislation, as do many
international conservation organiza-
tions, including the World Wildlife
Fund and the Wildlife Conservation So-
ciety.

Everyone agrees that the technical
amendments to the existing act con-
tained in H.R. 700 will only improve the
effectiveness of the grant program
throughout southern and southeast
Asia.

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately there are
still many remaining challenges to
overcome if we hope to sufficiently re-
cover stable and ecologically viable
populations of Asian elephants
throughout the animal’s historic
range. Yet, that is a global conserva-
tion challenge that the United States
should not shy away from.

Conservation assistance made avail-
able under the Asian Elephant Con-
servation Act is desperately needed,
and again, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman and the ranking member
of the subcommittee for the great work
they have done in expeditiously bring-
ing this bill to the floor.

I am pleased to rise today to speak in
favor of H.R. 700, the Asian Elephant
Conservation Reauthorization Act of
2001, which I introduced on February 14
of this year. I was pleased it was re-
ported favorably out of Subcommittee
on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and
Oceans on March 29, 2001, and was
pleased that it was finally reported out
of the full committee on May 16.

Four years ago, I introduced this bill
because I was startled to learn that
there were less than 40,000 Asian ele-
phants living in the wild. Furthermore,
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nearly 50 percent of those elephants
were living in various national parks in
India, while the remaining animals
were scattered in fragmented popu-
lations throughout 12 other countries
in south and southeastern Asia.

The primary reason for this serious
decline in population is the loss of es-
sential habitat. It is no secret that ele-
phants and man are in direct competi-
tion for the same resources. In most
cases, it is the elephants who lost. In
addition, Asian elephants are poached
for their bones, hide, teeth, meat, and
they are still captured for domestica-
tion, and conflicts between elephants
and people are escalating at an alarm-
ing rate, even today.

Furthermore, it was clear millions of
people were not aware of the plight of
the Asian elephants. In addition, range
countries lacked the financial re-
sources to help conserve this flagship
species. Without an international ef-
fort, the future of the Asian elephant
was in serious jeopardy.

In response to this problem, along
with a number of other Members, I pro-
posed the establishment of the Asian
Elephant Conservation Fund. This con-
cept was modeled after the highly suc-
cessfully African Elephant Conserva-
tion Act. The primary goal of my legis-
lation was to obtain a small amount of
Federal assistance for on-the-ground
conservation projects.

Fortunately, this legislation was
overwhelmingly approved by both bod-
ies and was signed into law on Novem-
ber 19, 1997. Under the terms of this
new law, the Congress could appro-
priate up to $25 million to the Asian
elephant conservation fund until Sep-
tember 30, 2002. In fact, some $1.9 mil-
lion in Federal funds has been allo-
cated, and those monies have been
matched by an additional $1.1 million
in private donations.

Those funds have been used to under-
write 27 conservation grants in nine
different range countries. The type of
prospects funded have included devel-
opment of an elephant strategy in Sri
Lanka, identification of a suitable
managed elephant range in Malaysia,
equipment for the local population as-
sessment of Asian elephants, school
education to support Asian elephant
conservation in India and trace the mo-
bility patterns of Sri Lanka’s ele-
phants.

These projects were carefully ana-
lyzed and competitively selected from
a list of nearly 100 proposals that were
submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

While the early indication is that the
worldwide population of Asian ele-
phants has stopped its precipitous de-
cline, it is unrealistic to believe that $3
million can save this species from ex-
tinction. Nevertheless, this law has
sent a powerful message. I am pleased
to have introduced this reauthoriza-
tion, and am hopeful that it will pass
the House today.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 7 minutes to my good friend, the
gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE).

(Mr. ABERCROMBIE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
before I begin my formal remarks, I
would like to pay tribute to my good
friend, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SAXTON). I think he is being a bit
modest by simply citing the fact that
he introduced this Asian elephant con-
servation bill and gave me the privi-
lege of being able to sign it with him as
the ranking member on his committee
at that time.

I am very grateful to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) and his
staff, both for the majority and the mi-
nority, not only for the reauthoriza-
tion on the present H.R. 700, but for the
incredible, great work that the staff
did with the introduction of the origi-
nal bill.

My respect for the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), I can say
without reservation, was considerable
before this took place, and has only
risen since that time. If there is any-
one in this body that carries through
on the implications of any legislation
with which he or she is associated, it is
the gentleman from New Jersey.

In this particular instance, as he
cited in his remarks, the Asian ele-
phant simply did not have the kind of
profile, either in world opinion or in
the consciousness of those interested in
the environment and conservation
throughout the world, that the African
elephant did.

The reauthorization in the previous
bill is, of course, needed, and the work
that has been done with regard to the
African elephant and the role played by
the United States of America in that
has been considerable and most posi-
tive, as has been cited. But in this par-
ticular instance, because of the insight
and the carry-through of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, the Asian ele-
phant was able to achieve at least some
place in the sun that it would not oth-
erwise have occupied.

The implications for southeast Asia
in particular are considerable because,
as I will state in my more formal re-
marks, the Asian elephant is in fact a
flagship species with respect to all
kinds of considerations in the environ-
ment and conservation of other species,
and I firmly believe that in time to
come, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SAXTON) will be recognized not
only as a pioneer with regard to Asian
elephant conservation, but as one of
the primary figures in the world envi-
ronmental and conservation move-
ment.

I wish to add one other thing, Mr.
Speaker. I also want to pay tribute to,
and I wish he was on the floor so I ac-
tually could look him in the eye when
I was saying it, because of the pleasure
it would give me, I want to mention in
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particular the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PoMBO), who has been in-
strumental in educating me for one, I
can tell the Members, on the questions
of conservation of wild animals and the
environment.

I think he has played a particularly
positive role in support of the kinds of
things that the gentleman from New
Jersey has taken the lead on, and espe-
cially in the realm of wild animal con-
servation, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. POMBO) is a leader. It is a
pleasure to be associated with him in
this regard, as well.

That said, Mr. Speaker, with recent
awareness of the increasing threat to
the welfare of the Asian elephant, an
already endangered species, a bill enti-
tled the Asian Elephant Conservation
Act of 1997 was introduced into the
House of Representatives in June of
1997. It passed the House in October, on
October 21, and the Senate on Novem-
ber 8, and was signed into law by the
President on November 19, 1997.

The act is designed to assist the con-
servation of Asian elephants by sup-
porting and providing financial re-
sources for the conservation programs
of nations within the range of the
Asian elephant, and projects of persons
with demonstrated expertise in the
conservation of Asian elephants. A
grants program was established for
awarding proposals that fulfilled the
purpose described by the act.

This act has been very successful,
Mr. Speaker, and is not a foreign give-
away program. The funds appropriated
under this act are matched by the re-
cipient countries. It gives them the
necessary support so they can leverage
this money with their own resources to
establish conservation and research
programs, communication networks
and administration, to save these en-
dangered animals.

Unless immediate steps are taken to
conserve this magnificent animal, it
will surely continue to disappear from
much, if not most, of its traditional
habitat. This program helps establish a
win-win situation where recipient
countries can explore management
strategies that minimize poaching and
negative elephant and human inter-
action in farming communities. In
short, recipient countries are able to
find solutions that are in their eco-
nomic best interests.

Also assisting these countries on a
wide range of projects are numerous
non-governmental organizations and
the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank our good friends, the chairman
and the ranking member, for giving us
the opportunity to appear here. I want
to say that while, for many, bills which
come on the consent calendar may
seem to be pro forma in presentation,
over and over and over again when we
examine the content and context of the
bills before us, we find that they are
addressing issues of prime importance,
not only to people of the United States,
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but in many instances we can say to
people of the world. This bill is in fact
one of them. I am very, very pleased
and proud to have been associated with
it, and count it as among the genuine
privileges of holding public office, par-
ticularly in the House of representa-
tives, to be associated with the individ-
uals who have made this day possible.

Mr. Speaker, the Asian Elephant Conserva-
tion Act of 1997 was authored by U.S. Rep-
resentative JIM SAXTON (R-NJ) and myself.

With recent awareness of the increasing
threat to the welfare of the Asian elephant, al-
ready an endangered species, a bill entitled
Asian Elephant Conservation Act of 1997 was
introduced into the House of Representatives
June 4, 1997. Passed by the House on Octo-
ber 21 and by the Senate on November 8, it
was signed into law by the President on No-
vember 19, 1997. The act is designed to as-
sist in the conservation of Asian elephants by
supporting and providing financial resources
for the conservation programs of nations with-
in the range of Asian elephants and projects
of persons with demonstrated expertise in the
conservation of Asian elephants. A grants pro-
gram was established for awarding proposals
that fulfill the purpose described by the Act.

This act has been very successful and is
not a foreign “give-away” program. The funds
appropriated under this Act are matched by
the recipient countries. It gives them the nec-
essary support so that they can leverage this
money with their own resources to establish
conservation and research programs, commu-
nication networks and administration to save
these endangered animals.

Unless immediate steps are taken to con-
serve this magnificent animal, it will surely
continue to disappear from much, if not most,
of its traditional habitat.

This program helps establish a win-win situ-
ation where recipient countries can explore
management strategies that minimize poach-
ing and negative elephant and human inter-
action in farming communities.

In short, recipient countries are able to find
solutions that are in their economic best inter-
ests. Also assisting these countries on a wide
range of projects are numerous non-govern-
mental organizations and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

The United States must continue their lead-
ership in this very important conservation pro-
gram. | cannot overemphasize that this is
where a relatively small appropriation has
helped leverage a very successful program
that has stopped the decline of the Asian ele-
phant saving it from possible extinction.

We cannot allow the Asian elephant, which
has such a direct impact on so many other
species, to become extinct. The goal of this
legislation is to stop the decline and hopefully
rebuild the population of this irreplaceable
species by financing with a small amount of
federal money a number of conservation
projects.

According to international experts, there are
fewer than 45,000 Asian elephants living in
the wild. On a daily basis, these animals face
the loss of their forest habitat, poachers who
kill them for their bones, hide, ivory and meat,
capture for use in Burma’s timber industry,
and conflicts between elephants and man.

Unless immediate steps are taken to help
conserve this species, it will continue to dis-
appear from its historic habitat. We should not
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allow this magnificent animal to disappear
from this planet. This investment by the United
States will significantly improve the likelihood
that wild Asian elephants will exist into the
21st century.

The act was modeled after the highly suc-
cessful African Elephant Conservation Act of
1988 and the Rhinoceros and Tiger Conserva-
tion Act of 1994.

It established an Asian Elephant Conserva-
tion Fund to be administered by the U.S. De-
partment of Interior. The measure would be
authorized for 5 years and $5 million per year.

The funding could be used for: Anti-poach-
ing efforts, conservation management plans,
translocation of threatened populations, moni-
toring of census figures and known popu-
lations, and public education for elephant con-
servation.

This legislation is endorsed by organizations
like the World Wildlife Fund, Safari Club Inter-
national and other conservation groups.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the RECORD the
following information on the Asian elephant:

FACTS ON THE ASIAN ELEPHANT

There are an estimated 35,000 to 45,000
Asian Elephants living in the wild in 13
Asian nations.

The Asian Elephant is listed as ‘‘endan-
gered’”’ under the United States’ Endangered
Species Act.

The major causes for elephants’ ‘‘endan-
gered’’ status are: Loss of habitat caused by
population growth (all Asian Elephants re-
quired a shady or forest environment and the
forest habitat in Asia is rapidly dis-
appearing); fragmented populations of ele-
phants (there are only 14 populations that
have more than 1,000 elephants each); and
poaching for meat, hide bones, ivory and
teeth (bones and teeth are used in tradi-
tional Chinese medicine).

The largest population of Asian Elephants
in the wild are found in: India (20,000 to
24,000), Burma (5,000 to 6,0900), and Indonesia
(2,500 to 4,500).

Wild elephants are still captured and
trained for use in logging operations in
Burma.

The Asian Elephant is a flagship species
and its conservation has a positive impact on
other animals like tigers, rhinoceros,
clouded leopards, Malayan Sunbears,
Hoolock gibbons, lion-tailed macaques and
peacock pheasants.

The Asian elephant can weigh up to 5400 kg
(11,900 1b). It currently occupies forested
habitats in hilly or mountainous terrain, up
to about 3600 m (11,800’). An adult eats ap-
proximately 150 kg (330 1b) per day—mainly
grasses but also leaves, twigs and bark. It
feeds during the morning, evening and night
and rests during the middle of the day, re-
quiring shade during the hot season to keep
from overheating. Elephants cannot go for
long without water (they require 70-90 liters
(19-24 gal) of fluid/day) and sometimes must
travel long distances each day between their
water supplies and feeding areas.

One calf is born every 3-4 years after a
pregnancy lasting about 22 months. Al-
though mature male elephants may live
alone, females live in family groups con-
sisting of mothers, daughters and sisters, to-
gether with immature males. Wild elephants
can live to be sixty years old.

The Asian elephant once ranged from the
Tigris and Euphrates Rivers in ancient Meso-
potamia in the west, east through Asia south
of the Himalaya to Indochina and the Malay
Peninsula, including Sri Lanka and Sumatra
and possibly Java, and north into China at
least as far as the Yangtze River. In the 19th
century it was still common over much of
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the Indian subcontinent, Sri Lanka and the
eastern parts of its range. By 1978, Asian ele-
phant were found in the same countries as
they are at present.

Female Asian elephants are not affected by
ivory poaching (due to their lack of tusks),
so poaching has not affected the overall pop-
ulation numbers of Asian elephants as dras-
tically as it has in the case of the African
elephant. The single most important cause of
the decline of the Asian elephant has been
the loss of habitat. They have also been af-
fected by persecution due to the crop damage
they are perceived to cause.

Counties where it is currently found: 1996:
Occurs in Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brunei, Cam-
bodia, China, India, Indonesia, Laos, Malay-
sia, Myanmar, Nepal, Sri Lanka, Thailand
and Vietnam.

Maximum age: Sixty years in the wild
(more than 80 years in captivity).

Social organization: The Asian elephant is
gregarious, and, although males sometimes
live alone, females are always found in fam-
ily groups consisting of mothers, daughters,
sisters and immature males. In the 19th cen-
tury, these family groups usually consisted
of 30-50 animals, but much larger groups, as
large as 100 individuals, were not uncommon.
Sometimes an adult male can be associated
with a herd. When not, adult males usually
remain solitary and disperse over relatively
small, widely overlapping home ranges;
sometimes they gather together in small but
temporary bull herds. They do not seem to
be territorial, and there is a great amount of
toleration between them, except possibly
when the cows are in estrus.

Asian elephants are very sociable and live
in basic family units of one adult cow and
her offspring. Daughters remain with their
mothers, but sons leave at puberty, often
joining bull groups or remaining solitary.
Bull elephants associate with a family when
a cow is in oestrus. This species does not ap-
pear to be territorial. Males have home
ranges of about 15 square km, and herds of
females of about 30 square km, which in-
creases in the dry season. Seasonal migra-
tion has been made virtually impossible, due
to human development.

Females usually have one calf after a ges-
tation period of 18-22 months and give birth
every three to four years. The calves weigh
about 100 kg at birth and suckle for about 18
months. They can eat some vegetation after
several months.

Asian elephants are now listed as endan-
gered, and have long since vanished from
Southwest Asia and most of China. Sri
Lanka was once recognized for its large ele-
phant populations, but today the numbers
are being reduced. As the number of humans
increases, the area of natural habitat that
the elephants rely on is being depleted. Ele-
phants are being forced onto farming areas,
where they cause damage.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly would like
to compliment my good friend, the
gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE), for his eloquence and for his
substantive remarks concerning this
important issue of the Asian elephant.

I realize that perhaps some of the
members of the public are wondering,
in the midst of the $1.3 trillion tax cut,
Social Security, the health care prob-
lems, the hundreds of billions going to
defense and all this, why are we talk-
ing about elephants.

I would like to compliment again
both the gentleman from New Jersey
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(Mr. SAXTON) for his sponsorship of the
Asian Elephant Conservation Act, and
my good friend, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST), for his lead-
ership in not only the subcommittee,
but for bringing the reauthorization of
the African Elephant Conservation
Act.

I recall that, and maybe this is some-
thing unique in our Nation and some-
thing that we ought to be grateful for,
I recall years ago when there were
problems with the dolphins. It was
amazing, Mr. Speaker, that it was not
government that brought this to the
attention of the Congress, it was not
business, it was the children of Amer-
ica.
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They were concerned about the
slaughtering needlessly of some 200,000
dolphins a year by fishermen, and if
they wanted to get after the tuna, they
had to slaughter these mammals that
are so beautiful. Beautiful creatures
that the Lord has made as part of our
environment.

Mr. Speaker, I think the same could
be said about elephants, and I think we
need to compliment and, again, thank
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST) and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) for their lead-
ership in bringing these two pieces of
legislation for consideration.

Again, I want to urge my colleagues
to support this legislation, and I urge
my colleagues to vote in favor of this
bill. I want to thank also the members
of our staff, from this side of the aisle,
Mr. Dave Jansen and Mr. Jeff Petrich,
for their staff expertise and the under-
standing of this piece of legislation for
where we are now, in bringing this bill
for consideration by the Members.
Again, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) for his assistance, cer-
tainly the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr.
ABERCROMBIE) and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

We did not get the Asian Elephant
back again this time, as the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) did, but
certainly our thoughts are in the right
place. It used to be that people thought
that the habitat of the Asian and the
African Elephant was an endless fron-
tier.

Now we know it was not endless, and
the frontier is gone. So it is highly ap-
propriate for us, along with the inter-
national community, to set aside a
small sliver of habitat that can in some
small way reflect the bounty that used
to be so that generations unseen in the
future will be able to enjoy the mag-
nificence of the creation that we now
see.

Mr. DAVIS of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, and col-
leagues, four years ago we unanimously ap-
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proved the Asian Elephant Conservation Act
of 1997, in order to protect the endangered
Asian Elephant that proves so vital for eco-
systems in Southeast Asia. Our efforts were
not in vain.

Four years ago the Asian Elephant was
caught in a downward spiral towards extinc-
tion. Poachers indiscriminately hunted them
for their hides, meat, tusks, and teeth. Farm-
ers and urban expansion destroyed their habi-
tats. The effects of these actions were evident
in 1997 when there were only an estimated
35,000 elephants left in existence. Today
there are an estimated 35,000-50,000 ele-
phants, demonstrating that while our efforts
have succeeded to some extent, much more
needs to be done.

Extinction of the Asian Elephant is still en-
tirely possible, and we must not simply stand
idle while this happens. Like most ecosystems
of the world, the Asian Elephant is a vital part
of its natural habitat, and its existence and
interaction with other species proves crucial in
maintaining an ecological balance within the
Southeast Asian region. For example, the ele-
phants feed on bark from trees that they up-
root; smaller species of mammals, insects,
and birds rely on “leftover” debris from these
trees as a dietary staple. Extinction of the
Asian Elephant would have multiple and se-
verely negative effects on the populations of
countless other species.

We must continue to protect this species
from poachers and the deforestation that
threatens to permanently displace it. By appro-
priating funds we will also actively discourage
poachers, and encourage education that will
bolster conservation efforts.

Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues,
please join me in support in passing H.R. 700,
so that we may ensure the survival of this
beautiful and vital species.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WHITFIELD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 700, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

on

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include therein extraneous
material on H.R 643 and H.R. 700.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.

RECOGNIZING CONTRIBUTIONS,
ACHIEVEMENTS, AND DEDI-
CATED WORK OF SHIRLEY ANITA
CHISHOLM

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
resolution (H. Res. 97) recognizing the
enduring contributions, heroic achieve-
ments, and dedicated work of Shirley
Anita Chisholm.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 97

Whereas Shirley Anita Chisholm has de-
voted her life to public service;

Whereas Shirley Anita Chisholm served in
the New York Assembly from 1964 to 1968;

Whereas Shirley Anita Chisholm became
the first African American woman to be
elected to Congress in 1968;

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm was a
fierce critic of the seniority system in Con-
gress, protested her assignment in 1969 to the
Committee on Agriculture of the House of
Representatives, and won reassignment to a
committee of the House of Representatives
on which she could better serve her inner-
city district in Brooklyn, New York;

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm served
as a Member of Congress from 1968 until 1983;

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm pro-
posed legislation to increase funding for
child care facilities in order to allow such fa-
cilities to extend their hours of operation
and provide services to both middle-class and
low-income families;

Whereas in 1972 Congresswoman Chisholm
became the first African American, the first
woman, and the first African American
woman to be a candidate for the nomination
of the Democratic Party for the office of
President of the United States;

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm cam-
paigned in the primaries of 12 States, won 28
delegates, and received 152 first ballot votes
at the national convention for the nomina-
tion of the Democratic Party for the office of
President of the United States;

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm has
fought throughout her life for fundamental
rights for women, children, seniors, African

Americans, Hispanics, and other minority
groups;
Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm has

been a committed advocate for many pro-
gressive causes, including improving edu-
cation, ending discrimination in hiring prac-
tices, increasing the availability of child
care, and expanding the coverage of the Fed-
eral minimum wage laws to include domestic
employment;

Whereas in addition to the service of Con-
gresswoman Chisholm as a legislator, Con-
gresswoman Chisholm has worked to im-
prove society as a nursery school teacher, di-
rector of a child care facility, consultant for
the New York Department of Social Serv-
ices, and educator; and

Whereas it is appropriate that the dedi-
cated work and outstanding accomplish-
ments of Congresswoman Chisholm be recog-
nized during the month of March, which is

National Women’s History Month: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of
Representatives—

(1) recognizes the enduring contributions
and heroic achievements of Shirley Anita
Chisholm; and
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(2) appreciates the dedicated work of Shir-
ley Anita Chisholm to improve the lives and
status of women in the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).
GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 97.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have
the House consider House Resolution
97, which recognizes the enduring con-
tributions, heroic achievements, and
dedicated work of Shirley Anita Chis-
holm.

I want to thank my distinguished
colleague, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE), for introducing this
legislation which gives us an oppor-
tunity to honor Ms. Chisholm’s
achievements.

Shirley Chisholm has brought hon-
esty, integrity, and compassion to her
lifetime of public service. In 1959, Ms.
Chisholm joined the New York Depart-
ment of Social Services and the De-
partment of Day Care. There, the liv-
ing conditions of poor and minority
women and children were a constant
concern that became a priority for the
rest of her life.

She was elected to the New York As-
sembly, where she served from 1964 to
1968. In 1969, she still spoke for the less
fortunate in our society when a 3-1
margin of victory made Ms. Chisholm
the first African American woman to
serve in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives.

House Resolution 97 reflects the ex-
tensive accomplishments and inspired
activism of Ms. Chisholm as a Rep-
resentative of the Bedford-Stuyvesant
District. Ms. Chisholm was determined
to make the system work for those who
needed it most.

In addition to all her accomplish-
ments, Ms. Chisholm was a pioneer and
an idealist. Not only was she the first
African American woman to serve in
Congress but she was also the first
woman and the first African American
woman to seek her party’s nomination
for President of the United States.

As one of the first candidates to ad-
dress the issues of young adults, Chis-
holm has always and continued to
reach out to students and youth as a
professor at Mount Holyoke College
after choosing not to run for reelection
in 1982.

In fact, Shirley Chisholm never
ceased to find new ways to serve her
district, her State, and her Nation be-
fore, during, and after her time as a
Member of the House.
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The same issues that propelled Shir-
ley Chisholm into office are the same
issues she addressed each year while in
office. Ms. Chisholm helped pass the
Adequate Income Act of 1971, which
guaranteed a minimum income for im-
poverished families. She helped con-
vince Congress to override President
Ford’s veto of the bill which finally
provided support for State day care
agencies.

She tirelessly worked to protect pro-
grams that supported minority chil-
dren; and even after holding office, Ms.
Chisholm continued her fight for mi-
nority rights by establishing the Na-
tional Political Congress of Black
Women. All of these efforts in and out
of office are manifestations of Shirley
Chisholm’s dedication to improving
poor living conditions and the rights of
women and minorities.

Great gains have been made since Ms.
Chisholm’s first term in the House.
There are now 62 female Members of
the House. Of these 62 women, 15 are
African American. And we just added
one the other day, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATSON) to re-
place our very distinguished Mr. Dixon,
who I am sure is looking down with
great favor.

While this statistic is encouraging,
we can do more to honor Ms. Chis-
holm’s legacy. She broke down the bar-
riers of race and gender relative to con-
gressional representation, and we have
to continue in her footsteps. As a pio-
neer, an idealist, she reminds us of
what true public service and political
leadership could be and should be.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support House Resolution 97.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join in
support of this resolution. In 1968, a
court-ordered reapportionment of New
York’s Congressional District created a
new 12th district centered in the Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant section of Brooklyn.
Shirley Chisholm, the daughter of im-
migrants, won the election in that dis-
trict.

As the first black woman to serve in
Congress, Shirley Chisholm is quoted
as saying at that time ‘‘tremendous
amounts of talent are being lost to our
society just because that talent wears
a skirt.” Shirley Chisholm’s advocacy
on behalf of her constituents and the
examples she has set for the women
that have followed her have not been
lost on this body, as is evident from
this resolution.

When Shirley Chisholm arrived in
the House of Representatives from her
inner-city district, the Democratic
members of the Committee on Ways
and Means assigned her to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. Shirley Chis-
holm, already a critic of the committee
system and its emphasis on seniority,
appealed to her party caucus for reas-
signment to a committee of greater
relevance to her district.
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She then received a seat on the com-
mittee on Veterans Affairs, followed by
several terms on the Committee on
Education and Labor and the Com-
mittee on Rules. Throughout her serv-
ice in Congress, Shirley Chisholm
fought to extend or protect the same
kind of social programs that were at
the center of her State and local activ-
ism.

Among her efforts to aid families
were her proposed funding increases to
extend the hours of day care facilities
and open such facilities to the children
of working mothers of low-income and
middle-income groups.

She sponsored the Adequate Income
Act of 1971, which guaranteed an an-
nual income for families; and her de-
fense of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity against the Nixon administra-
tion’s efforts to eliminate that agency
will always be remembered.

On January 25, 1972, Shirley Chis-
holm declared her candidacy for the
Democratic Presidential nomination.
She campaigned extensively and en-
tered primaries in 12 States, winning 28
delegates and receiving 152 first ballot
votes at the convention.

Shirley Chisholm was indeed a role
model as an elected official and an ac-
tivist. I am pleased to join in support
of this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield the balance of my time to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LEE) for the purposes of controlling
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS),
for yielding the time to me and for al-
lowing us this time today and for his
assistance and in pushing this resolu-
tion forward to honor a great human
being.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H. Res. 97, a bill that recognizes the
enduring contributions, the heroic
achievements, and the dedicated work
of my friend and mentor Shirley Anita
Chisholm.

I am honored to sponsor this bipar-
tisan resolution, and I want to thank
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) for being here with us today
in celebrating the numerous accom-
plishments of a dynamic woman who
has devoted her life to public service
and who broke many glass ceilings.

Ms. Chisholm is now retired but con-
tinues to touch the lives of many indi-
viduals. I would like to recognize Ms.
Chisholm for her courageous leadership
as an African American pioneer, a he-
roic woman, and an outstanding Amer-
ican.

Ms. Chisholm became the first Afri-
can American woman elected to Con-
gress in 1968. And today, as the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA)
just indicated, we have 15 phenomenal
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African American congresswomen who
serve the Nation in an amazing way.

Shirley Chisholm was elected during
a time when there were few women
elected officials, as well as few ethnic
minority women in public office.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS) outlined the many committees
that Congresswoman Chisholm served
on. He mentioned the powerful Com-
mittee on Rules. She knew how to ex-
ercise power for the good of the coun-
try and she exhibited remarkable polit-
ical skills, clarity on the issues, and
tough love as she masterfully engaged
in the legislative process.

Ms. Chisholm worked hard to get
elected to Congress as a woman and as
an African American and as an Amer-
ican. While in office, she stood up for
the principles she was guided by, de-
spite the numerous battles she faced in
office.

She fought the fight for what she be-
lieved in, despite the struggles she
faced as a woman and as an African
American. She represented the voice of
minorities, women, and children while
in public office and worked hard to
make sure that their issues were ad-
dressed and incorporated in all aspects
of public policy.

Ms. Chisholm was really a woman far
ahead of her time. She was truly a vi-
sionary. I was so proud and amazed
each time I heard her speak fluent
Spanish. She is proudly bilingual.

One of Ms. Chisholm’s slogans used in
her campaign was a catalyst for
change. That indeed she was. Her ex-
traordinary work has inspired and em-
powered many, many women to become
active citizens by engaging in the po-
litical process.
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Mrs. Chisholm inspired me through
her wisdom and vision to strive for suc-
cess and stand up for fundamental
rights. She was my role model and con-
vinced me that I could achieve any-
thing if I work hard for it even in a
white male dominated society.

I have so many personal, wonderful
and inspiring memories of Shirley
Chisholm, but just for a minute let me
just mention one. Imagine a young
woman on public assistance raising two
small boys as a single mother, trying
to get through college. One day, this
young woman meets an inspirational
and brilliant African-American Con-
gresswoman from New York who was
running for President. She was really
in awe.

Yes, that young woman way back
there in 1972 was me. That powerful
woman was Mrs. Shirley Chisholm,
Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm,
Candidate Shirley Chisholm, who vis-
ited my college at Mills College in
Oakland, California to convince stu-
dents to become organized by getting
involved in her campaign.

I reflect upon this today because I
see sO many young girls and women
who need role models and mentors to
encourage them to develop their poten-
tial.
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Shirley Chisholm’s courage and wis-
dom enabled many women to enter ca-
reers that were really nontraditional.
Her mission to incorporate women,
children, African Americans and all
minorities into public policy opened
the door to a whole new debate that
was lacking in Congress during her
time.

Mrs. Chisholm was truly unbought
and unbossed.

Through her example, she encouraged
me, like many, to believe in myself and
work hard in our mission to expand
women’s rights and minority rights as
an African American.

In 1972, Mrs. Chisholm wanted to in-
corporate her ideals and beliefs into a
larger scale. So, as we know, in 1972,
she became the first African American,
the first woman, the first African-
American woman to be a candidate for
the Democratic presidential nomina-
tion.

I was proud to have been part of her
campaign. In fact, that was the very
first political endeavor of my entire
life.

Like so many young people, I was not
sure that politics could make a dif-
ference in my life or the lives of my
communities. But she convinced me to
take a chance. She told me first that I
better register to vote, and then she
encouraged me to become more in-
volved.

So I want to congratulate Mrs. Chis-
holm for her great accomplishments
and take this time to celebrate her
courage, her wisdom and her strength.

I thank Shirley Chisholm for giving
me a glimpse of the grand possibilities
that public service really does provide
individuals, and I thank her for her
challenging life’s work as well as for
her kind and gentle spirit.

Each time that I speak with Shirley
Chisholm, I am inspired to go back to
the drawing board, to regroup, to
bounce back with a new-found sense of
passion, fire and enthusiasm until of
course that there is liberty and justice
for all.

For these reasons and for many more
today, I want to just thank Shirley
Chisholm. Like so many others, I deep-
ly love, respect and honor her.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
celebrating the accomplishments of
Mrs. Chisholm by supporting this reso-
lution. I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) very much for allowing me
to take these 4 minutes to speak about
my friend Shirley Chisholm. I thank
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LEE) for organizing us around this spe-
cial recognition.

I am delighted to join with my col-
leagues here today as we recognize the
accomplishments of someone who has
been truly a leader, a role model, and
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my friend. Shirley Anita Chisholm is
one of the most inspirational women
that I have ever met, and this is a
woman with an impressive legacy.

Early on, she spoke out on behalf of
the people who most needed a voice.
She spoke out for children, minorities
and women. To this day, her commit-
ment to the underrepresented has
never failed.

In 1964, Shirley Chisholm won by a
landslide a seat on the New York State
Assembly. There one of her initiatives
was to author legislation that insti-
tuted a program known as SEEK, a
program providing college funding to
disadvantaged youth.

Four years later, Shirley Chisholm
made history. She became the first
woman, the first African American and
the first African-American woman to
be elected to Congress. Mrs. Chisholm
served seven terms as a Member of the
House of Representatives.

During that time, Shirley Chisholm
advocated not only for the rights of
blacks, but also for the rights of other
people of color, including Native Amer-
icans and Spanish-speaking migrants.
She would not stand for discrimination
of any kind.

In her congressional office, Ms. Chis-
holm went against tradition of the
time that paid men higher wages than
women. In addition, she broke down
barriers that prevented women from
being promoted to certain positions.

While in Congress, Shirley Chisholm
continued the struggle for equality,
leading the drive to expand the cov-
erage of minimum wage legislation to
include domestic workers. She also was
a leader in the effort to end forced ster-
ilization of mental health patients.

The woman we honor today took
other bold steps as well. In 1972, she
broke boundaries by campaigning for
the Democratic presidential nomina-
tion. Her efforts opened the door to
later campaigns.

Shirley Chisholm has been involved
in numerous endeavors. She has writ-
ten two books, including the one that
we will hear discussed most when peo-
ple talk about Shirley Chisholm,
“Unbought and Unbossed,” her auto-
biography to 1970. From 1983 to 1987,
she held the Purington Chair at Mount
Holyoke College.

In 1984, Shirley Chisholm and I joined
with a group of 34 African-American
women leaders to form the National
Political Congress of Black Women.
Ms. Chisholm later served as the first
chair of that organization. That orga-
nization is still going strong today
with C. Dolores Tucker as its leader.

Shirley Chisholm’s efforts must not
be forgotten. The fact that they are so
extraordinary provides us with a clear
sign that we have not yet done enough.
It is my hope that by honoring her
today, we are taking one more step to
the justice and equality we need in this
country.

Mr. Speaker, I heard the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) talk
about how she was inspired by Shirley
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Chisholm. I think that all of us as
women Members of Congress could not
help but be inspired by Shirley Chis-
holm no matter on which side of the
aisle we serve. Certainly we all knew
about her, and certainly we all aspire
to be like her.

There is one thing that I would like
to have said about me, is that I am as
feisty as Shirley Chisholm and that I
too am unbought and unbossed. If I
could get that said about me, that
would be worth everything.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) I vividly remember the day I met
her, and it was at an event for Con-
gresswoman Shirley Chisholm in Los
Angeles. That is a testimony to, I
think, the type of people that Con-
gresswoman Shirley Chisholm brought
together all over our country, men,
women, minorities, people of con-
science throughout our country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON), a woman who

serves with distinction the Wash-
ington, D.C. area, our Washington,
D.C., the home of all of us, and a

woman who serves in the tradition of
Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from California for
her generosity, and I thank her for her
prescience for bringing this resolution
to the floor.

I also thank the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), my good
friend, who characteristically has come
forward for a woman pioneer. I use the
word ‘‘pioneer’” here in its literal
meaning. I know the term is used
loosely. But I mean to avoid cliches
here. This woman gives real meaning
to the word ‘‘pioneer’: first woman,
first African-American woman in the
House of Representatives, first African-
American woman to run for President,
first African-American woman to found
a national political women’s organiza-
tion, the National Political Congress of
Black Women, now with C. Dolores
Tucker as chair.

I was one of the co-founders with the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) and a number of others, but the
leader of that group was the woman
who was chief in charge of us all; and
that was Shirley Chisholm.

Just think of it. A little over 30 years
ago, there was not a single black
woman who had ever served in this
body. Now there are 13 of us. That
means that we are coming up on being
almost half of the Congressional Black
Caucus and over a quarter of the
women in the Congress.

I am telling my colleagues, it took
guts and intelligence and all the other
characteristics that one can think of to
be the first one to step up here and say
I am coming. Nobody has come before,
but here I come.
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For me, it is almost like for the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE),
Shirley Chisholm is not simply a dis-
tinguished African-American woman
who I admire as a role model. This is a
woman who has been a friend since the
days when she and I both served in New
York, she in the State Assembly, me as
New York City Commissioner on
Human Rights. I saw this woman rise
in the State Assembly, and I saw her
rise to the Congress, and I saw the
characteristics that made that happen.

Every woman in this body is person-
ally indebted to Shirley Chisholm be-
cause of how she made women count in
America. When she stepped forward,
one did not have to be her color to be
proud.

Shirley Chisholm was a leader in giv-
ing feminism a black face. For that, I
am personally indebted. This was a
prominent black woman who was
unafraid to step up and say, hey, listen
here, I am black and I am a woman and
I am proud of both, and I do not want
to hear about how you are not supposed
to be a woman if you are black.

She made it safe to be a black femi-
nist. She cleared the way for all of us
who regard ourselves as feminists. She
was not turned back by the notion of
matriarchy or words of that ilk.

She of course came to Congress out
of her work with women and children
in the social services department in
New York, seeing the hardships of
women and children. She became the
special advocate of women and children
for her entire life. It was her lifelong
mission: minimum wage for women in
the New York State Assembly, min-
imum wage for women right here in
this country, minimum wage for do-
mestic workers in the New York State
Assembly, minimum wage for domestic
workers in the House of Representa-
tives, affordable child care.

Child care for poor women, sure. But
Shirley Chisholm stood up and said,
you know what, the average woman
needs child care, too, the average mid-
dle-class woman; and she needs it for
all day because those are the work-
days.

Shirley Chisholm of course never
stayed in her place. She did not know
how to stay in her place. So she did not
just stop with her women and children,
her lifelong mission. She was there up
in front for the all-volunteer army, for
the prohibition on arms sales to South
Africa before that became an issue in
this body, for consumer protection.

She was one of the few Members to
become a national figure as a result of
her service in this place. She became a
national Congresswoman. She rep-
resented Bedford Stuveysant and
Bushwick. If my colleagues know any-
thing about Brooklyn, they know that
is a tall order.

But millions of Americans of every
color thought of Shirley Chisholm as
their Congresswoman. Some of us are
especially indebted to Shirley Chis-
holm for countless contributions to the
African-American community and to
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black women in particular. But the
United States of America itself is in-
debted to Shirley Anita Chisholm for 15
years of pioneer service to her country.

I want my last words to be under-
stood because I spoke of her service to
African Americans and to black women
in particular. But I want it to be un-
derstood that I believe the TUnited
States of America itself is indebted to
Shirley Chisholm for 15 years of pio-
neering service to her country in the
House of Representatives.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Min-
nesota (Ms. McCOLLUM), whose life has
been touched in many ways by Shirley
Anita Chisholm.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for arranging
this and yielding me time today.

Mr. Speaker, in 1972, Congresswoman
Shirley Chisholm announced her can-
didacy for President. She said, ‘I stand
before you today as a candidate for the
Democratic nomination of the Presi-
dency of the United States. I am not
the candidate of black America, al-
though I am black and proud. I am not
the candidate of the women’s move-
ment, although I am equally proud of
being a woman. I am not the candidate
of any political bosses or special inter-
ests. I am the candidate of the people.”

I was 18 years old when Shirley Chis-
holm announced her candidacy and be-
came one of my political role models.
Her passion, her commitment for
Democratic ideals, justice and equality
continue to offer me guidance and in-
spiration as I serve the people of Min-
nesota.

This past November, I became only
the second woman elected to Congress
since Minnesota became a State in
1858. Just as my election has been im-
portant to the young women in Min-
nesota, Shirley Chisholm’s service in
Congress and outspoken leadership for
racial and gender equality inspired
millions of Americans, including me.

While introducing the Equal Rights
Amendment in 1969, Congresswoman
Chisholm said, ‘‘a woman who aspires
to be the chairman of the board, or a
member of the House, does so for ex-
actly the same reasons as any man.
She thinks she can do the job and she
wants to try.”
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And in this year, 2001, 32 years after
its original introduction, I am proud to
work with others to continue Shirley
Chisholm’s struggle for equality as an
original cosponsor of this most recent
equal rights amendment.

Congresswoman Chisholm, you did
the job well, and today I honor you and
I thank you; and I once again thank
both the gentlewomen for making it
possible for me to speak today.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATSON), our newest Mem-
ber of Congress, our newest woman
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here in the United States Congress, our
newest member of the Congressional
Black Caucus, a person who I served
with for many years in the California
legislature; and I believe that today is
probably her actual first speech on the
floor since her swearing-in speech last
Thursday.

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE). It is a pleas-
ure and a delight to be here joining her
in her commendation to Representa-
tive Shirley Chisholm, a woman that I
met too many years ago to really ac-
count for.

In meeting Shirley Chisholm, it was
an experience. And when I say an expe-
rience, she was a teacher and a mentor,
and there is never a time when you
meet with Shirley Chisholm that you
do not feel her inspiration, that you do
not hear her wisdom, that you do not
notice how profound she really is. Shir-
ley Chisholm serves as a major role
model for all women and all Ameri-
cans. As has been said here before, she
did not only focus on African Ameri-
cans and women, but all Americans.
She showed those of us who were young
and aspiring how to get the job done.
She was knowledgeable almost in every
area that one could raise with her.

She tells the story of how she was
called on in New York to train a young
man who was a labor leader to prepare
himself to run for elected office. And
she told him that she did not have
much time because she was teaching,
but she would take on a new project.
This new project was so enamored with
her, so touched by her warmth, her
knowledge, and her concern for him,
that at the end of their session he
asked to marry her. She eventually
married him.

He prepared her for life alone, and
the story really brings tears to your
eyes. He discovered that he was a can-
cer victim. And rather than let her
know, he said he was going to work on
a private job every Wednesday. He was
preparing for his departure and trying
to get affairs ready so Shirley could
take over after he had passed on and be
able to run things on her own. He did
pass on, and Shirley took on a new life.
And I tend to think of that new life as
enjoying life as he would have enjoyed
it with her as he had lived.

These are the kinds of stories that
one heard often from Shirley. Not only
did she advise you on how to work
through the political arena, but she ad-
vised you on how to live life. And I
think we all owe a great debt of grati-
tude to Shirley Chisholm, because who-
ever met her learned a little more
about life and how to live life more
successfully and beneficially.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WHITFIELD). The gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE) has 1 minute re-
maining, and the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) has 11 min-
utes remaining.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, does
the gentlewoman from California seek
any time from this side?
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Ms. LEE. Yes, I would like to yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii (Mrs. MINK).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Hawaii (Mrs. MINK).

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentlewoman
from Maryland, for yielding me this
time; and I thank my colleague, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
for setting up this opportunity for us
to remember someone who was truly
an illustrious individual who served in
the Congress of the United States.

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that I am the
only one who served with her, and so I
have great occasion to celebrate this
moment and to tell my colleagues what
a wonderful person Shirley Chisholm
was. There was something about her,
her gate, her mannerism, the smile
that went across her face. It just sort
of electrified the House when she took
the well to express some disgruntled
feeling about this Chamber that was
not doing its job. And everyone took it
with good cheer and responded by
doing what we were supposed to do.

I recall very vividly when Shirley
first came to the House and she was as-
signed to the Committee on Agri-
culture. It was with great dismay that
she felt she was being more or less rel-
egated a position on a committee
which was of no interest to her. She
took the well, castigated the leadership
on her side for having made this ap-
pointment, and then proceeded to take
charge of that committee, and soon
found out that food stamps was in the
House Committee on Agriculture and
just sort of revolutionized the whole
approach of helping poor people with
the food stamp program.

That is an example of where Shirley
Chisholm took every occasion to fight
for the things that were important not
only to her and her district but to all
people throughout the United States. I
consider her truly one of the really
outstanding persons, women, that I had
the privilege of serving with in the
House.

Her most outstanding contribution
to America was the fact that she was
the one who decided that it was time
for America to have a new face on the
political ballot for the Presidency, and
so she declared that she was going to
run, and she campaigned really vigor-
ously all over the country. Shirley
Chisholm made headlines all over the
newspapers, making a real impression
on young people that here was a
woman willing to stand up against all
odds to make her point that America
was for all people and that women
should consider the opportunity to run
for President.

So I am so proud to have had a
chance to serve with Shirley, to under-
stand what a remarkable person she
was. She took on every occasion to
present the issues as we would want
them presented by this wonderful
champion.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to express my strong
support for H. Res. 97, recognizing the endur-
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ing contributions, heroic achievements, and
dedicated work of Shirley Anita Chisholm.

| am fortunate enough to have served with
Shirley Chisholm when she began her four-
teen year tenure in the House. From day one,
Shirley spoke out for her constituents. After
being assigned to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Shirley protested, rightfully claiming
that this committee assignment would not
allow here to fully serve the members of her
inner-city Brooklyn district.

Shirley, first and foremost, is an educator.
She began her career as a nursery school
teacher and eventually became educational
consultant for New York's Division of Day
Care. She realized early on the benefits of
quality early childhood education and pro-
posed funding increases to extend the hours
of child care facilities. She later led the fight to
override President Ford's veto of a bill that
would assist states in meeting minimum day
care requirements.

In 1972 Shirley declared her candidacy for
the Democratic presidential nomination. As the
first African-American woman elected to Con-
gress, Shirley knew her presidential candidacy
was going to be an uphill battle. But she en-
tered primaries in 12 states, won 28 dele-
gates, and received 152 first ballot votes at
the Democratic convention.

She has inspired many women to enter the
political arena, and once said, “At present, our
country needs women’s idealism and deter-
mination, perhaps more in politics than any-
where else.”

| urge unanimous support for this resolution,
which recognizes a true pioneer and a true
friend to women, children and minorities.

Mr. Speaker, I thank again my col-
leagues on both sides for yielding me
this time.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
the balance of my time to once again
thank all my colleagues for sharing
this time this afternoon with us. I
think it is so important that America,
our young women, our girls, all of
America understand who this great
woman was. Fortunately, we will have
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD now. For-
tunately, her legacy will be recorded.
We just heard a glimpse of that today
in terms of her life’s work.

One thing I want to mention in clos-
ing is that I remember very vividly
Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm
working in a bipartisan fashion. I know
the gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs.
MINK) served with her, as she indicated;
and I know she knows how effective
Congresswoman Chisholm was in work-
ing across the aisle. I think she also
has taught us all a lesson that we prob-
ably need to look at and study at this
point in our work here in the United
States Congress.

So I will close now by thanking once
again all of our cosponsors on this res-
olution. I want to once again honor and
thank Congresswoman Shirley Chis-
holm for everything that she has done
and say that not only should Congress-
woman Shirley Chisholm be celebrated
and honored during black history or
women’s history, but she should go
down in American history as one of the
greatest human beings who ever
walked the face of this Earth.



H3024

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time to reit-
erate my thanks to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) for intro-
ducing this resolution, and note the
number of people who have spoken and
those who will be putting statements
into the record. It reflects how all of us
feel about this extraordinary woman,
Shirley Anita Chisholm, an extraor-
dinary public servant, a woman who
dared and a very caring human being.

I urge all of our colleagues to support
this resolution.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
join my colleagues in praising the achieve-
ments of a former member of this body, the
Honorable Shirley Anita Chrisholm. | am par-
ticularly pleased to lend my support to this
resolution because Congresswoman Chisholm
represented sections of my Brooklyn district
for 16 years before her retirement in 1982.
She served as a role model for aspiring politi-
cians like myself in New York; and she be-
came an inspiration for thousands of young
people throughout this nation and around the
world.

Not only did Shirley Chisholm make history
with her election in 1966 as the first Black
woman to serve in Congress, she set a stand-
ard of legislative achievement in the area of
education and advocacy for the disadvan-
taged. Minimum wage for domestic workers,
bio-medical education programs for junior high
students, an endowment fund for historically
Black colleges, and freedom and justice for
Haitian refugees were just a few of their stellar
legislative accomplishments.

Before Shirley’s run in the '72 Presidential
election, neither women or Blacks were con-
sidered viable candidates for the nation’s high-
est office. In her usual trailblazing fashion,
here Presidential run changed those political
dynamics forever and our nation is the better
for it. Today, no one hesitates to consider the
possibility of a woman or a Black candidate on
a national Presidential ticket.

| want to thank my colleague, the gentlelady
from California for introducing this resolution to
honor one of New York's and Brooklyn’s fin-
est, the Honorable Shirley Chisholm.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to
rise in support of House Resolution 97 hon-
oring the great achievements and exemplary
record of public service of Shirley Anita Chis-
holm. A consummate and ardent supporter of
women and minorities in our society, Rep-
resentative Chisholm is truly deserving of this
honor.

Shirley Chisholm was a pioneer in many
ways. She was the first African American
woman ever to serve in Congress and not
only the first African American woman to run
for President, but also the first woman to run
for the nation’s highest office.

Shirley Chisholm was born to immigrant par-
ents in Brooklyn, New York in 1924. She at-
tended public schools and graduated from
Brooklyn College with a degree in Sociology in
1946. She also went on to receive a masters
degree in child education from Columbia Uni-
versity in 1952.

Her service to our nation did not start with
public service however. With a belief that a
better future can be achieved through the
proper education of our children, Shirley Chis-
holm dedicated herself to the education and
development of young children in New York.
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She first worked as a nursery school teacher
until she received her master's degree; in
which she then served as the director of var-
ious child care centers in New York City. Her
tremendous abilities and desire to serve con-
tinued to open up greater opportunities for her
to serve as she entered her last job in the
educational sector as an educational consult-
ant for the New York Department of Social
Services.

In 1964 she decided that she could serve a
broader segment of the population by entering
politics and was elected to the New York State
Assembly while campaigning for domestic
workers to be included in the minimum wage
laws. In 1968 she ran against a strong can-
didate and won a seat in the House of Rep-
resentatives where she served with distinction
until 1983. While in the House, Representative
Chisholm developed into a strong opponent
and critic of the seniority system and the Viet-
nam War. As an active member of the Black
Caucus she became a champion of the down-
trodden in our society. She sponsored or
worked on types of legislation that sought to
further combat discrimination in hiring prac-
tices, increase the availability of child day care
to low and middle income families, and set up
a national commission on consumer protection
and safety. She also authored two books enti-
tled Unbought and Unbossed and The Good
Fight.

g']I'ypical of Shirley Chisholm though, she de-
cided that she could be of even greater serv-
ice to the American people by running for
President of the United States. She an-
nounced her candidacy in January of 1972
and thus became the first African American
and first woman ever to run for the nation’s
highest office. Though she did not win the
nomination, she did win twenty-eight delegates
and received 152 first ballot votes at the
Democratic Convention of that year.

When she retired from serving in the House,
she went back to her original field of work and
accepted a teaching position at Mount Hol-
yoke College in Massachusetts where she
taught until 1987. She continues to remain ac-
tive in politics however, as she helped to
found the National Political Congress of Black
Women and serves on the advisory board for
the National Organization of Women.

Mr. Speaker, clearly Shirley Anita Chisholm
was a dedicated servant to our nation and to
the people who needed a voice the most. She
once said this about herself, “When | die, |
don't want to be known as the first black
woman who was elected to the Congress, al-
though | am. | don't want to be known as the
first woman, who happened to be black, to
make a serious bid for the presidency, al-
though | am. | want to be known as a woman
who lived in the 20th century, who happened
to be black, and was a major catalyst for
change for women. That's how | want to be
remembered.” She certainly will be remem-
bered for all those things and more. Let us do
the right thing to honor and give our thanks to
Shirley Chisholm and pass this resolution.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay tribute to an
innovator, trailblazer, and contributor to the
advancement of African Americans, Shirley
Chisholm, who in 1968 became the first Black
woman elected to Congress. During her
seven-term career, Chisholm worked diligently
on several committees including Agriculture,
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, Rules, Edu-
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cation, and Labor. The Brooklyn native has
truly touched the lives of her fellow Americans.

Chisholm is truly an exceptional person for
many reasons. Her positive impact on issues
involving healthcare, education, and daycare
has implemented changes throughout various
areas of the community. In 1976 she urged
the House to over-ride President Ford’'s veto
of a $125 million bill to assist states in meet-
ing federal health, safety and personnel stand-
ards for day care centers. Her fight to tougher
fair housing legislation is a continuum in
America today. Because of her victory in this
fight, today millions of children spend their
days in safe and decent daycare facilities.

Her conscientious efforts have truly left in-
delible imprints upon society. Mr. Speaker,
Chisholm’s contributions to society and this in-
stitution were truly spectacular. As an African
American woman in this Congress, | stand on
her shoulders and hope to honor and continue
her legacy.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pride and honor to rise today in sup-
port of H. Res. 97, a resolution to recognize
the invaluable contributions and the monu-
mental achievements of Ms. Shirley Anita
Chisholm. | would like to commend my col-
league, Representative BARBARA LEE, for tak-
ing the leadership in this effort.

As the first African American woman to be
elected to Congress in 1968, Ms. Chisholm
blazed the trail that opened many doors for
women of color, particularly in the political
arena. It is because of Ms. Chisholm that I,
along with the other fourteen African-American
Congresswomen, have sought elected office
and dedicate our lives to public service. Ms.
Chisholm gave women the courage, fortitude
and inspiration to say, “Women can do it too.”
She fought throughout her life for fundamental
rights for women, children, seniors, African
Americans, Hispanics, and other minority
groups.

First and foremost, Ms. Chisholm was an
educator. She worked to improve our society
as a nursery school teacher, director of a
childcare facility, consultant for the New York
Department of Social Services, and educator.
Ms. Chisholm then used this experience and
knowledge as a platform for her advocacy to
improve education and increase the availability
of childcare. In addition, Ms. Chisholm also
served on many progressive causes. She was
indeed a visionary.

Ms. Chisholm is, perhaps, most remem-
bered for becoming the first African American,
the first woman, and the first African American
woman to be a candidate for the nomination of
the Democratic Party for the office of the
President of the United States. She has truly
created a legacy.

Mr. Speaker, achievements and contribu-
tions such as those made by Congresswoman
Shirley Anita Chisholm should never be forgot-
ten or go unrecognized. | thank Ms. Chisholm
for being a role model to me and the many lit-
tle girls and women across the nation who as-
pire to make a difference in our society. |
would also like to thank Ms. Chisholm for
choosing the district that | represent, the U.S.
Virgin Islands, as one of her homes. We hope
that the beauty and warmth of our territory will
bring you the peace, serenity and comfort of
home away from home.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to honor Shirley Anita Chisholm, the
first African-American woman elected to Con-
gress. Ms. Chisholm was elected in 1969, and
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continued to serve in the House of Represent-
atives for fourteen years.

Shirley Chisholm paved the way for African-
American women in Congress. The daughter
of a domestic worker, she grew up believing
that women needed their voices to be heard
and that women should have more flexibility to
enter the workforce. While serving in Con-
gress, Ms. Chisholm founded the National
Women’s Political Caucus, to ensure that the
role of women in Congress was clear.

Ms. Chisholm never compromised her be-
liefs. She sponsored legislation to establish a
national commission on consumer protection
and product safety. She fought for the rights of
minorities by calling for the end of British arms
sales to South Africa. She believed that day
care programs should be improved and the
hours extended so mothers could go to work.
She also supported expanding the minimum
wage to include domestic workers.

Shirley Chisholm set an example for every-
one to follow. Throughout her terms in Con-
gress, she remained an outspoken advocate
of women’s rights, labor, and minority rights,
and held steadfast to her dreams. In 1972,
she became the first woman to run for presi-
dent.

Congresswoman Chisholm, thank you for
following your goals, and fighting for minorities
and working women’s rights. It is with great
pride today that | commend Ms. Shirley Anita
Chisholm, for all of her achievements and ac-
complishments.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | rise to speak in
honor of a true pioneer and a pathbreaker for
women in politics: Shirley Chisholm. | com-
mend Congresswoman LEE for bringing this
resolution forward.

In 1968, Shirley Chisholm became the first
African-American woman to win a seat in the
United States Congress, joining 8 other Afri-
can-American House members. Three dec-
ades later, 39 African-American members be-
long to this body, including 15 women. This is
a clear sign of progress, but we have a long
way to go to achieve full representation for
women and people of color.

In 1972, Shirley Chisholm became the first
black woman to run for President, saying later,
“I knew | wouldn't be president, but somebody
had to break the ice, somebody with the nerve
and bravado to do it.”

At each bold step in her career, she was
regularly told, “You've just committed political
suicide,” But she carried on. She said, “Serv-
ice is the rent that you pay for room on this
earth.” Thank you for the opportunity to honor
Shirley Chisholm for her achievements and
her indomitable spirit, and for paving the way
for other people of color—and for women of all
ethnic backgrounds—to serve in public office.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution,
House Resolution 97.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

on
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———————

PRESIDENT’'S PERIODIC REPORT
ON NATIONAL EMERGENCY WITH
RESPECT TO RISK OF NUCLEAR
PROLIFERATION CREATED BY
ACCUMULATION OF WEAPONS-
USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL IN
TERRITORY OF RUSSIAN FED-
ERATION—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 107-87)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 401(c) of the
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C.
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I transmit here-
with a 6-month periodic report on the
national emergency with respect to the
risk of nuclear proliferation created by
the accumulation of weapons-usable
fissile material in the territory of the
Russian Federation that was declared
in Executive Order 13159 of June 21,
2000.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 11, 2001.

———

NOTICE OF CONTINUATION OF
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
PROPERTY OF RUSSIAN FEDERA-
TION RELATING TO DISPOSITION
OF HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM
EXTRACTED FROM NUCLEAR
WEAPONS—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 107-86)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (b0 U.S.C. 1622(d)), provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. I have sent the enclosed no-
tice to the Federal Register for publica-
tion. This notice states that the emer-
gency declared with respect to the ac-
cumulation of a large volume of weap-
ons-usable fissile material in the terri-
tory of the Russian Federation is to
continue beyond June 21, 2001.
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It remains a major national security
goal of the United States to ensure
that fissile material removed from
Russian nuclear weapons pursuant to
various arms control and disarmament
agreements is dedicated to peaceful
uses, subject to transparency meas-
ures, and protected from diversion to
activities of proliferation concern. The
accumulation of a large volume of
weapons-usable fissile material in the
territory of the Russian Federation
continues to pose an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity and foreign policy of the United
States. For this reason, I have deter-
mined that it is necessary to maintain
in force these emergency authorities
beyond June 21, 2001.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 11, 2001.

————

ANNUAL REPORT OF NATIONAL
ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the provisions of
section 504(h) of Public Law 98-164, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 4413(i)), I transmit
herewith the Annual Report of the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy for
fiscal year 2000.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 11, 2001.

O 1530

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WHITFIELD). Pursuant to clause 12 of
rule I, the Chair declares the House in
recess until approximately 6 p.m.
today.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 30 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6 p.m. today.

[ 1800

————

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. STEARNS) at 6 p.m.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1088, INVESTOR AND CAP-
ITAL MARKETS FEE RELIEF ACT

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-97) on the resolution (H.
Res. 161) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1088) to amend the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 to reduce
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fees collected by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2052, SUDAN PEACE ACT

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-98) on the resolution (H.
Res. 162) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2052) to facilitate famine
relief efforts and a comprehensive solu-
tion to the war in Sudan, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1157, PACIFIC SALMON RE-
COVERY ACT

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-99) on the resolution (H.
Res. 163) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1157) to authorize the
Secretary of Commerce to provide fi-
nancial assistance to the States of
Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Cali-
fornia, and Idaho for salmon habitat
restoration projects in coastal waters
and upland drainages, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today in the order in which that
motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 643, de novo;

H.R. 700, by the yeas and nays;

H. Res. 97, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

——————

AFRICAN ELEPHANT CONSERVA-
TION REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill
H.R. 643, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 643, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

ASIAN ELEPHANT CONSERVATION
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 700, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 700, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 15,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 156]

YEAS—401
Abercrombie Cooksey Green (WI)
Ackerman Costello Greenwood
Aderholt Cox Grucci
Allen Coyne Gutierrez
Andrews Cramer Gutknecht
Armey Crane Hall (OH)
Baca Crenshaw Hansen
Bachus Crowley Harman
Baird Cubin Hart
Baker Cummings Hastings (FL)
Baldacci Davis (CA) Hastings (WA)
Baldwin Davis (FL) Hayes
Ballenger Davis (IL) Hayworth
Barcia Davis, Jo Ann Hefley
Barr Dayvis, Tom Hill
Barrett Deal Hilleary
Bartlett DeFazio Hilliard
Barton DeGette Hinchey
Bass Delahunt Hinojosa
Becerra DeLauro Hobson
Bentsen DeLay Hoeffel
Bereuter DeMint Hoekstra
Berkley Deutsch Holden
Berman Dicks Holt
Berry Dingell Honda
Biggert Doggett Hooley
Bilirakis Dooley Horn
Bishop Doolittle Houghton
Blagojevich Doyle Hoyer
Blumenauer Dreier Hulshof
Blunt Duncan Hunter
Boehlert Dunn Hutchinson
Boehner Edwards Hyde
Bonilla Ehlers Inslee
Bonior Ehrlich Isakson
Bono Emerson Israel
Borski Engel Issa
Boswell English Istook
Boucher Eshoo Jackson (IL)
Boyd Etheridge Jefferson
Brady (PA) Evans Jenkins
Brady (TX) Everett John
Brown (FL) Farr Johnson (CT)
Brown (OH) Fattah Johnson (IL)
Brown (SC) Filner Johnson, Sam
Bryant Fletcher Jones (NC)
Burr Foley Jones (OH)
Buyer Ford Kanjorski
Callahan Fossella Kaptur
Calvert Frank Keller
Camp Frelinghuysen Kelly
Cannon Frost Kennedy (MN)
Cantor Gallegly Kennedy (RI)
Capito Ganske Kildee
Capps Gekas Kilpatrick
Capuano Gephardt Kind (WI)
Cardin Gibbons King (NY)
Carson (IN) Gilchrest Kirk
Carson (OK) Gillmor Kleczka
Castle Gilman Knollenberg
Chabot Gonzalez Kolbe
Chambliss Goode Kucinich
Clay Goodlatte LaFalce
Clayton Gordon LaHood
Clement Goss Lampson
Clyburn Graham Langevin
Combest Granger Lantos
Condit Graves Larsen (WA)
Conyers Green (TX) Larson (CT)
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Latham Ose Shuster
LaTourette Otter Simmons
Leach Owens Simpson
Lee Oxley Skeen
Levin Pallone Skelton
Lewis (CA) Pascrell Slaughter
Lewis (GA) Pastor Smith (MI)
Lewis (KY) Payne Smith (NJ)
Linder Pelosi Smith (TX)
Lipinski Peterson (MN) Smith (WA)
LoBiondo Peterson (PA) Snyder
Lofgren Petri Solis
Lowey Phelps Souder
Lucas (KY) Pickering Spence
Lucas (OK) Pitts Spratt
Luther Platts Stark
Maloney (CT) Pombo Stearns
Maloney (NY) Pomeroy Stenholm
Manzullo Portman Strickland
Markey Price (NC) Stupak
Mascara Pryce (OH) Sununu
Matheson Putnam Sweeney
Matsui Quinn Tancredo
McCarthy (MO) Radanovich Tauscher
McCarthy (NY) Rahall Tauzin
McCollum Ramstad Taylor (MS)
McCrery Rangel Taylor (NC)
McDermott Regula Terry
McGovern Rehberg Thomas
McHugh Reyes Thompson (CA)
McInnis Reynolds Thompson (MS)
MeclIntyre Riley Thornberry
McKeon Rivers Thune
McKinney Rodriguez Thurman
McNulty Roemer Tiberi
Meehan Rogers (KY) Tierney
Meek (FL) Rogers (MI) Towns
Meeks (NY) Rohrabacher Traficant
Menendez Ros-Lehtinen Turner
Mica Ross Udall (NM)
Millender- Rothman Upton

McDonald Roukema Visclosky
Miller (FL) Roybal-Allard Vitter
Miller, Gary Ryan (WI) Walden
Miller, George Ryun (KS) Wamp
Mink Sabo Waters
Moore Sanchez Watkins (OK)
Moran (KS) Sanders Watson (CA)
Moran (VA) Sandlin Watt (NC)
Morella Sawyer Watts (OK)
Murtha Saxton Waxman
Myrick Scarborough Weiner
Nadler Schakowsky Weldon (FL)
Napolitano Schiff Weldon (PA)
Neal Schrock Weller
Nethercutt Scott Wexler
Ney Sensenbrenner Whitfield
Northup Serrano Wicker
Norwood Sessions Wilson
Nussle Shaw Wolf
Oberstar Shays Woolsey
Obey Sherman Wu
Olver Sherwood Wynn
Ortiz Shimkus Young (AK)
Osborne Shows Young (FL)

NAYS—15
AKkin Hall (TX) Schaffer
Coble Herger Shadegg
Collins Hostettler Stump
Culberson Kerns Tiahrt
Flake Paul Toomey
NOT VOTING—16

Burton Johnson, E. B. Rush
Cunningham Kingston Tanner
Diaz-Balart Largent Udall (CO)
Ferguson Mollohan Velazquez
Jackson-Lee Pence Walsh

(TX) Royce
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Messrs. COBLE, KERNS, and AKIN

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
66na,y.77

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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RECOGNIZING CONTRIBUTIONS,
ACHIEVEMENTS, AND DEDI-
CATED WORK OF SHIRLEY ANITA
CHISOLM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 97.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 97, on which the yeas and nays are
ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 0,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 157]

YEAS—415
Abercrombie Combest Goss
Ackerman Condit Graham
Aderholt Conyers Granger
AKkin Cooksey Graves
Allen Costello Green (TX)
Andrews Cox Green (WI)
Armey Coyne Greenwood
Baca Cramer Grucci
Bachus Crane Gutierrez
Baird Crenshaw Gutknecht
Baker Crowley Hall (OH)
Baldacci Cubin Hall (TX)
Baldwin Culberson Hansen
Ballenger Cummings Harman
Barcia Davis (CA) Hart
Barr Dayvis (FL) Hastings (FL)
Barrett Davis (IL) Hastings (WA)
Bartlett Davis, Jo Ann Hayes
Barton Davis, Tom Hayworth
Bass Deal Hefley
Becerra DeFazio Herger
Bentsen DeGette Hill
Bereuter Delahunt Hilleary
Berkley DeLauro Hilliard
Berman DeLay Hinchey
Berry DeMint Hinojosa
Biggert Deutsch Hobson
Bilirakis Dicks Hoeffel
Bishop Dingell Hoekstra
Blagojevich Doggett Holden
Blumenauer Dooley Holt
Blunt Doolittle Honda
Boehlert Doyle Hooley
Boehner Dreier Horn
Bonilla Duncan Hostettler
Bonior Dunn Houghton
Bono Edwards Hoyer
Borski Ehlers Hulshof
Boswell Ehrlich Hunter
Boucher Emerson Hutchinson
Boyd Engel Hyde
Brady (PA) English Inslee
Brady (TX) Eshoo Isakson
Brown (FL) Etheridge Israel
Brown (OH) Evans Issa
Brown (SC) Everett Istook
Bryant Farr Jackson (IL)
Burr Fattah Jefferson
Buyer Filner Jenkins
Callahan Flake John
Calvert Fletcher Johnson (CT)
Camp Foley Johnson (IL)
Cannon Ford Johnson, Sam
Cantor Fossella Jones (NC)
Capito Frank Jones (OH)
Capps Frelinghuysen Kanjorski
Capuano Frost Kaptur
Cardin Gallegly Keller
Carson (IN) Ganske Kelly
Carson (OK) Gekas Kennedy (MN)
Castle Gephardt Kennedy (RI)
Chabot Gibbons Kerns
Chambliss Gilchrest Kildee
Clay Gillmor Kilpatrick
Clayton Gilman Kind (WI)
Clement Gonzalez King (NY)
Clyburn Goode Kirk
Coble Goodlatte Kleczka
Collins Gordon Knollenberg
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Kolbe Olver Shows
Kucinich Ortiz Shuster
LaFalce Osborne Simmons
LaHood Ose Simpson
Lampson Otter Skeen
Langevin Owens Skelton
Lantos Oxley Slaughter
Larsen (WA) Pallone Smith (MI)
Larson (CT) Pascrell Smith (NJ)
Latham Pastor Smith (TX)
LaTourette Paul Smith (WA)
Leach Payne Snyder
Lee Pelosi Solis
Levin Peterson (MN) Souder
Lewis (CA) Peterson (PA) Spence
Lewis (GA) Petri Spratt
Lewis (KY) Phelps Stark
Lipinski Pickering Stearns
LoBiondo Pitts Stenholm
Lofgren Platts Strickland
Lowey Pombo Stump
Lucas (KY) Pomeroy Stupak
Lucas (OK) Portman Sununu
Luther Price (NC) Sweeney
Maloney (CT) Pryce (OH) Tancredo
Maloney (NY) Putnam Tauscher
Manzullo Quinn Tauzin
Markey Radanovich Taylor (MS)
Mascara Rahall Taylor (NC)
Matheson Ramstad Terry
Matsui Rangel Thomas
McCarthy (MO) Regula Thompson (CA)
McCarthy (NY) Rehberg Thompson (MS)
McCollum Reyes Thornberry
McCrery Reynolds Thune
McDermott Riley Thurman
McGovern Rivers Tiahrt
McHugh Rodriguez Tiberi
McInnis Roemer Tierney
McIntyre Rogers (KY) Toomey
McKeon Rogers (MI) Towns
McKinney Rohrabacher Traficant
McNulty Ros-Lehtinen Turner
Meehan Ross Udall (NM)
Meek (FL) Rothman Upton
Meeks (NY) Roukema Visclosky
Menendez Roybal-Allard Vitter
Mica Ryan (WI) Walden
Millender- Ryun (KS) Walsh

McDonald Sabo Wamp
Miller (FL) Sanchez Waters
Miller, Gary Sanders Watkins (OK)
Miller, George Sandlin Watson (CA)
Mink Sawyer Watt (NC)
Moore Saxton Watts (OK)
Moran (KS) Scarborough Waxman
Moran (VA) Schaffer Weiner
Morella Schakowsky Weldon (FL)
Murtha Schiff Weldon (PA)
Myrick Schrock Weller
Nadler Scott Wexler
Napolitano Sensenbrenner Whitfield
Neal Serrano Wicker
Nethercutt Sessions Wilson
Ney Shadegg Wolf
Northup Shaw Woolsey
Norwood Shays Wu
Nussle Sherman Wynn
Oberstar Sherwood Young (AK)
Obey Shimkus

NOT VOTING—17

Burton Johnson, E. B. Royce
Cunningham Kingston Rush
Diaz-Balart Largent Tanner
Ferguson Linder Udall (CO)
Jackson-Lee Mollohan Velazquez

(TX) Pence Young (FL)

0 1840

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoidably
detained at the funeral of a good friend and
former Indiana State Representative, Mr. Fred
Wenger. Had | have been present for rollcall
Nos. 156 and 157, | would have voted as fol-
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lows: On rollcall No. 156—"yea”; on rollcall

No. 157—"yea.”

———————

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM-
BER AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1716

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw the name of
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ED-
WARDS) as a cosponsor of H.R. 1716.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

———

MAKING IN ORDER AT ANY TIME
CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 145, CON-
DEMNING RECENT ORDER BY
TALIBAN REGIME OF AFGHANI-
STAN TO REQUIRE HINDUS TO
WEAR SYMBOLS IDENTIFYING
THEM AS HINDU

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order at any
time, without intervention of any
point of order, to consider in the House
Concurrent Resolution 145, condemning
the recent order by the Taliban regime
of Afghanistan to require Hindus in Af-
ghanistan to wear symbols identifying
them as Hindu; that the concurrent
resolution be considered as read for
amendment; that the concurrent reso-
lution be debatable for 1 hour, equally
divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on International Relations;
and that the previous question be con-
sidered as ordered on the concurrent
resolution to final adoption without in-
tervening motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

———

RANKING OF MEMBER ON
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a res-
olution (H. Res. 164) and ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RESs. 164

Resolved, That on the Committee on
Science Mr. Gilchrest shall rank after Mrs.
Biggert.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The

———

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO, addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WATSON of California, addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

INTRODUCING LEGISLATION TO
STRENGTHEN NUCLEAR SCIENCE
AND ENGINEERING PROGRAMS
AT AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES,
COLLEGES, AND NATIONAL LAB-
ORATORIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce legislation to
strengthen nuclear science and engi-
neering programs at American univer-
sities, colleges, and National Labora-
tories.

Nuclear science and engineering in
the United States is a 50-year-old suc-
cess story that has been written by
some of the brightest minds the world
has ever known. America has truly
been blessed as the world leader in this
area. But even as there is renewed in-
terest in nuclear energy as one of the
solutions to our Nation’s energy prob-
lems, there are fewer Americans enter-
ing the nuclear science and engineering
field, and even fewer institutions left
with the capacity to train them.

In fact, the supply of 4-year-trained
nuclear scientists has hit a 35-year low,
and there are only 28 universities that
operate research reactors, less than
half the number there were in 1980.
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These statistics tell but the begin-
ning of the story, however. Current
projections are that 25 percent to 30
percent of the nuclear industry’s work-
force and 76 percent of the nuclear
workforce at our national laboratories
are eligible to retire in the next 5
years. And a majority of the 28 oper-
ating university reactors will have to
be relicensed in the next 5 years, a
lengthy process that most universities
cannot afford.

When I consider these facts, I wonder
how long we can continue the success
story that is nuclear science in the
United States. Not long is my guess,
and that is why action must be taken
to reverse this troubling trend.

That is why I am introducing the De-
partment of Energy University Nuclear
Science and Engineering Act. This leg-
islation is the House companion bill to
legislation introduced in the Senate by
my friend and colleague, Senator JEFF
BINGAMAN.

This bill provides financial support
for the operation, maintenance, and
improvement of expensive, yet essen-
tial, university nuclear research reac-
tors; resources for the professional de-
velopment of faculty in the field of nu-
clear science and engineering; incen-
tives for students to enter the field and
opportunities for education and train-
ing through fellowships and interaction
with national laboratory staff; and
general research funds for students,
faculty and national laboratory staff.

Now, more than ever, nuclear sci-
entists and engineers are needed for
much more than simply operating nu-
clear power plants. Trained in Amer-
ican universities and national labora-
tories, these specialists are needed to
help design, safely dispose of, and mon-
itor nuclear waste, both civilian and
military; to develop radio isotopes for
the thousands of medical procedures
performed every day; to operate and
maintain the Nation’s existing fission
reactors and nuclear power plants; to
help stem the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and respond to any future nu-
clear crisis worldwide; and to design,
operate, and monitor current and fu-
ture naval reactors.

These are not small tasks, but if we
continue on the path we are on, there
will not be enough people to do the job
down the line.

The legislation I am introducing
today incorporates a number of ap-
proaches recommended by reports from
the National Research Council, the De-
partment of Energy and its Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee,
all leaders in the nuclear field. The bill
advances four components essential to
strong nuclear science and engineering
programs: students, faculty, facilities,
and finally research.

Mr. Speaker, my written statement
goes into greater detail about these
components, so I want to conclude by
saying that this legislation is impor-
tant, not only to a handful of American
universities, but to our national labs,

June 12, 2001

our industry, our Navy, our national
security and those engaged in life-sav-
ing medical research involving radi-
ation.

This legislation ensures that Amer-
ica continues to realize the benefits of
a competent, well-trained, highly
skilled nuclear workforce. More impor-
tant, this bill is critical if we are to
maintain America’s standing as num-
ber one in the world in the area of nu-
clear science and engineering.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
are cosponsors of this important legis-
lation, including the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN), the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT),
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG), the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON), the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY), the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON), the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STRICKLAND), the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. OTTER), and the gentleman
from California (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. Speaker, I urge the rest of my
colleagues to join us in this endeavor
by cosponsoring the bill.

—————
TROPICAL STORM ALLISON

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STERNS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GREEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise this evening to talk about the re-
cent flooding in my hometown of Hous-
ton and the devastation it has caused.
I know the national news has covered
some of it, but watching my colleagues
around the country with their devasta-
tion in previous years, I had no idea
until this last week and this last week-
end what major flood waters can do.

Starting last Tuesday, June 5, Trop-
ical Storm Allison made landfall on
the Southeast Texas coastline, bring-
ing with it 5 days of rain and damages
estimated to be $1 billion or more and
the countless loss of property and dis-
ruption of people’s lives and as many
as 20 people have lost their lives.

While many areas of Houston and
Harris County have significant flood-
ing, our 29th district, that I am hon-
ored to represent, was hit particularly
hard, because of the residential nature
of our district. Many of the city’s bay-
ous run through our district, and two
of these bayous, Hunting and Greens
bayous, overflowed their banks causing
widespread flooding.

Over 10,000 residents were forced to
leave their homes by Greens Bayou
alone, as flooding in the area reached a
1,000 year level. Even those who were
not flooded out of their homes suffered
thousands of dollars worth of damage
to their homes in personal belongings.

The damage from this storm, how-
ever, is not limited just to our residen-
tial areas. The whole community has
been hit, area hospitals, not only our
regional hospitals on Interstate 10, but
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the Texas Medical Center suffered
interruptions in power that make
treating existing patients along with
flood-related casualties extremely dif-
ficult. Several were forced to close be-
cause of the flooding problems in the
Texas Medical Center.

There are backups working now. But
over the weekend, when you can imag-
ine with the devastation that we had,
the communications across the city
were disrupted as well, with Houston’s
emergency communications network
knocked out; and fire and rescue work-
ers were forced to often rely on hand-

held radios.

Over 100,000 residents were without
phone service and the 911 system was
overwhelmed, and only quick action by
our Harris County employees prevented
loss of more long-distance and cellular
communications.

Even today, 15,000 Houston and Har-
ris County residents, including our dis-
trict office, are without phone service,
as the central office in Houston was
under 5 feet of water for most of the
weekend.

Even though classes are out for the
summer and schools have not yet
begun for the summer school, our pub-
lic schools have not been spared. Over
300 Houston Independent School Dis-

tricts have suffered flood damage.

Other districts were not spared.
North Forest ISD is now using two of
their schools that were not hit for shel-
ters, manned by the Red Cross and
school employees, suffered a great deal
of damage, including office equipment
and computers.

Sheldon Independent School District
suffered serious flooding in their whole
district, and only two schools were not
flooded. Right now, the waters have re-
ceded; and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency is on the ground,
helping those who have 1lost their
homes and their property and their
businesses to rebuild.

Disaster recovery centers, where resi-
dents can go and begin accessing Fed-
eral aid, are being established in time
through this week and will be up and
running, and people have begun the
long process of putting their lives back
together.

While we cannot prevent a catas-
trophe of this magnitude, there are ac-
tions we can take both locally and in
Washington to lessen the impact of fu-

ture flooding.
At the local level, I encourage every

resident possible to purchase flood in-
surance. It is affordable. The average

cost about $350 a year.

And for more information, they can
call 1-888-CALL-FLOOD or go online
which is http:/ www.fema.gov/nfip.

On the Federal level, we can do more.
For the last several years, funding for
our Harris County Flood Control has
been steady, but we know we need to
do better.

I have walked the streets yesterday
and today visiting with our FEMA rep-
resentatives in areas in Aldine, Mesa
Road and Sheldon, to CE King areas
and seeing the devastation, Mr. Speak-
er, and I encourage my constituents
and all people to call the 1-800 number
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for FEMA, 1-800-462-9029 to make sure
they get their information there so
FEMA can do the job that we expect
them to do.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN).

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted to take a minute to thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) for
the special order, because as the gen-
tleman knows residents of Louisiana
suffered along with residents of Texas.
All over my district, we had similar
flooding.

This morning, the President declared
a disaster area in the parishes that I
represent in South Louisiana. In my
hometown, we had a rain gauge that
measured 38 inches of rainfall at one
location, in my hometown, an amazing
amount of rain. No one could have pre-
pared for it.

I want to thank the gentleman for
reading those numbers. I hope people
have listened carefully. FEMA is on
the job, and we hope relief is coming
soon.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
whatever time I have left, I know that
Storm Allison moved from Texas to
Louisiana, and we are seeing that dev-
astation along the Gulf Coast, and I
know we will be here to provide that
funding.

—————
DISCUSSING SPEECH OF COMP-

TROLLER GENERAL OF THE

UNITED STATES, DAVID WALKER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRuUccI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
(Mr. HORN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I am going
to discuss and I am putting in the
RECORD this evening a very fine ad-
dress of the Comptroller General of the
United States, David Walker. He has a
15-year term, as you know. He is part
of the legislative branch, and he has
had a great career before joining us. He
is a certified public accountant.

He was a Assistant Secretary of
Labor under President Reagan for Pen-
sion and Welfare Benefit Programs, and
I just want to talk about some excerpts
from his address recently.

Speaking for his agency, the United
States General Accounting Office, he
noted, “We do not keep the books and
records of the Federal Government.
That is the primary responsibility of
the chief financial officers of the var-
ious departments and agencies in the
government. And the Congress is our
primary client.

American people are our beneficial
clients. Our mission is to help maxi-
mize the performance and assure the
accountability of the Federal Govern-
ment for the benefit of the American
people.”

“We are in the accountability busi-
ness. Many people like accountability
until they are the ones being held ac-
countable.”

He continued on that, ‘“While we
should have zero tolerance for fraud,
waste, abuse and mismanagement, it
will never be zero.”

“We perform audits, investigations
evaluations, policy analyses, and pro-
vide legal services to the Congress.”’
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He notes that over 90 percent of his
work in the GAO with his excellent col-
leagues is done at either the mandate
of Congress or a request of Congress.

‘““As a result, we are very client fo-
cused. We are also very results ori-
ented, and we strive to lead by exam-
ple.

‘““Being the leading accountability or-
ganization in the United States, and
arguably one of the leading in the
world, we believe that we have a re-
sponsibility to be as good or better
than anybody else that we evaluate, or
else we would be a hypocrite, and none
of us wants to be called a hypocrite.”

Mr. Speaker, I will now mention
some of the points he made in both
dealing with management and dealing
with our major thrust, which must be
the infrastructure, the human infra-
structure of the executive branch. We
are losing first-rate people, thousands
a year.

And he goes on to note, this is a
major thing for Congress and the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to do these and
concern these and get an incentive sys-
tem where the senior civil servants can
help manage the world’s largest com-
plex information, which is the execu-
tive branch of the United States.

He believes that where certain key
trends and are undeniable and which
have significant implications for the
United States as well as many other in-
dustrialized nations around the world;
these include the following: First,
globalization. Globalization of mar-
kets, information and enterprises.
There are no islands in a wired inter-
connected and, yes, interdependent
world.

Changing dynamics, aging societies,
longer life spans, decreasing worker-to-
retiree ratios.

Third, changing security threats. The
Cold War is over, and we won.

The next is rapidly evolving tech-
nology. These new technologies provide
opportunities to increase productivity
and decrease costs.

Quality-of-life = considerations are
also of increasing importance. From
education to the environment to work-
family issues to urban sprawl, quality
of life is becoming increasingly impor-
tant for many people.

Rising healthcare costs, we all know
that is a major problem.

Last but not least, evolution, devolv-
ing more activities closer to the people
and from the government to the pri-
vate and not-for-profit sectors leads to
shared responsibility and more difficul-
ties associated with accountability.

O 1900

Although there are differences some-
times between the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the Comptroller General
notes that the first one he is going to
touch on is the long-range budget chal-
lenges.

While the CBO, the Congressional
Budget Office, most recent 10-year pro-
jections showed higher projected serv-
ices over the next 10 years, the fact is
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that the long-term situation has got-

ten worse. It is worse primarily due to

known demographic trends and rising
health care costs.

Our budget picture has changed dra-
matically since 1962, he notes. In that
year, over two-thirds of the Federal
budget was represented by discre-
tionary spending.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
for the RECORD:

NATIONAL PRESS CLUB LUNCHEON REMARKS BY
DAVID WALKER, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES
Mr. WALKER. Thank you very much. It’s a

pleasure to be here to address all of you at

the Club, as well as those of you viewing the

C-SPAN and those listening via National

Public Radio.

I would like to acknowledge at the outset
that I am pleased that so many of you are
here. I wish to also acknowledge Congress-
man Steve Horn, who is able to join us from
California, and Sarah McClendan, the grand
dame of the Washington press corp, who is
able to join us as well.

I've been asked to address you today on a
number of the challenges facing the United
States and many other industrialized na-
tions in the 21st century. My remarks today
will be based primarily upon GAO’s work,
and our work can be found on our Web site,
WWW.gao.gov.

Before I begin, I think it’s important to
add a few words as to what we do and what
we don’t do at GAO, because quite frankly
our name is somewhat confusing. Despite our
full name, which is the U.S. General Ac-
counting Office, we do not keep the books
and records of the federal government. That
is the primary responsibility of the chief fi-
nancial officers of the various departments
and agencies in government. We do, however,
have the responsibility for auditing the fi-
nancial statements of the consolidated U.S.
government; and inspectors general or pri-
vate sector firms will audit the various de-
partments and agencies.

We are in the legislative branch of govern-
ment. The Congress is our primary client;
the American people are our beneficial cli-
ents. Our mission is to help maximize the
performance and assure the accountability of
the federal government for the benefit of the
American people. I can assure you that’s a
full-time job. I can also assure you it is a job
that will be never-ending; and therefore nei-
ther I nor any of my colleagues at GAO will
ever have to worry about whether or not
there will be a need for our services.

We are in the accountability business.
Many ©people like accountability until
they’re the ones being held accountable. I
find that this view exists not only in Wash-
ington, D.C., but also around the world. But
that’s our business. Yes, we do have the re-
sponsibility to fight fraud, waste, abuse and
mismanagement wherever it may exist in
government. However, the inspectors general
in each of the major departments and agen-
cies are on the front line of fighting fraud,
waste, and abuse within their respective de-
partments and agencies. Our job tends to
focus more on strategic issues, longer-range
issues, and cross-governmental issues be-
cause we are better positioned to be able to
address these than they are.

The U.S. government is the largest, the
most complex, the most diverse, and argu-
ably the most important entity on the face
of the earth. The U.S. is the only superpower
on earth. While we should have zero toler-
ance for fraud, waste, abuse and mismanage-
ment, it will never be zero. Fortunately, we
have very little as compared to most other
countries around the world, and we should be
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proud of that. While we will continue to
fight these matters, we should also look for
ways that we can improve the economy, the
efficiency and the effectiveness of govern-
ment. In fact, the return on investment by
focusing on these areas can be multiple
times greater than the traditional focus.

We perform audits, investigations, evalua-
tions, policy analyses, and provide legal
services to the Congress. We cover every-
thing the government does, anywhere in the
world. It’s a big job, and it’s a full-time job,
and over 90 percent of our work is done at ei-
ther the mandate of Congress or request of
Congress. As a result, we are very client fo-
cused. We are also very results oriented, and
we strive to lead by example. Being the lead-
ing accountability organization in the U.S.,
and arguably one of leading in the world, we
believe that we have a responsibility to be as
good or better than anybody else that we
evaluate, or else we would be a hypocrite,
and none of us wants to be called a hypo-
crite.

With regards to results orientation, let me
give you some examples. Just last year, in
fiscal 2000, we had 23 billion—that’s ‘“b’*—bil-
lion dollars in financial benefits for the
roughly $378 million that the Congress and
the American taxpayers invested in us.
That’s a return on investment of 61 dollars
for every dollar invested—probably number
one in the world. But, in addition to return-
ing dollars, we helped to achieve a number of
important nonfinancial accomplishments
like: strengthening weapons system acquisi-
tion practices; improving the quality of
nursing home care; modernizing federal
human capital practices; and enhancing
computer security within the federal govern-
ment.

In doing our work, we must be dedicated to
professional standards and core values and
rise above partisan politics or ideological
battles.

Finally, as was mentioned with the 15-year
term, the comptroller general of the United
States is uniquely positioned to not just
focus on today but to think about tomorrow
and to take on the tough issues that need to
be done. There just aren’t enough people
willing to do it in today’s environment.

And what is today’s environment? Quite
frankly it’s a new ballgame at the dawn of
the 21st century. We have several important
transitions underway. From a political per-
spective, we have a new Congress. The Re-
publicans are in the majority, but there are
narrower margins, and shared power in the
Senate. In addition, there are many new
committee chairs and ranking members.
From the standpoint of the executive
branch, we have a new administration. The
Bush administration has come to town. How-
ever, only a fraction of their key players are
in place at this point in time.

From a fiscal perspective, we are
transitioning from a period of actual past
deficits year after year into a period of con-
tinued and projected surpluses for a number
of years into the future.

From an economic perspective, we are
transitioning from the industrial age to the
knowledge age. In the knowledge age, people
will be the key factor in attaining and main-
taining the competitive advantage, whether
they are in the private sector, the public sec-
tor, or not-for-profit sector. People will be
the key.

From a timing and psychological perspec-
tive, we have entered a new millennium. The
beginning of the 21st century creates a nat-
ural tendency to reflect on the past and to
contemplate the future. There are certain
key trends that are undeniable and which
have significant implications for the United
States as well as many other industrialized
nations around the world. These include the
following.
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First, globalization—globalization of mar-
kets, of information, and enterprises. There
are no islands in a wired, interconnected
and, yes, interdependent world.

Changing demographics, aging societies,
longer life spans, decreasing worker-to-re-
tiree ratios, slower work force growth, great-
er diversity and growing skills gaps.

Third, changing security threats. The Cold
War is over and we won. We now face more
diverse and more diffuse security threats
that range from weapons of mass destruction
of various types to illegal drugs, to infec-
tious diseases, to cyberterrorism attacks.
These threats are from rogue nations and
groups, and in a more open border environ-
ment.

The next is rapidly evolving technologies.
These new technologies provide opportuni-
ties to increase productivity and decrease
costs; but they also pose an increased threat
to national security and personal privacy.
They can also lessen the emphasis on the
critical human element.

Quality-of-life considerations are also of
increasing importance. From education to
the environment to work family issues to
urban sprawl, quality of life is becoming an
increasing interest for many people.

Rising health care costs. The resurgence of
health care costs due to a variety of factors
will put increasing pressures on government,
employers and individuals in the years
ahead. We have a huge imbalance between
what people want, which is unlimited; what
they need, which should be defined and hope-
fully be met; and what we can collectively
afford in the health care area. Stated dif-
ferently, there is a huge imbalance between
what has been promised and what resources
are likely to be available in this area, espe-
cially in connection with Medicare.

Last but not least, devolution—devolving
more activities closer to the people, and
from the government to the private and not-
for-profit sectors leads to shared responsi-
bility and more difficulties associated with
accountability.

These trends have significant implications
for what government does and how govern-
ment should do business in the 21st century.
They impact a number of emerging chal-
lenges, and they also have direct effects on a
number of long-standing issues. In that re-
gard, let me touch on a few as illustrative
examples just to bring this point to life.

With regard to emerging issues, the first
one I'll touch on is long-range budget chal-
lenges. While although Congressional Budget
Office most recent 10-year projections
showed higher projected surpluses over the
next 10 years, the fact is the long-term situa-
tion has gotten worse; and it’s gotten worse
primarily due to known demographic trends
and rising health care costs. While budget
projections are necessary, they are inher-
ently uncertain, especially the farther out
that you go. At the same point in time, de-
mographic projections are much more cer-
tain. Why do I say that? Because the vast
majority of the people that they relate to
are alive and with us today.

Our budget picture has changed dramati-
cally since 1962, over two thirds of the fed-
eral budget was represented by discretionary
spending. Now it’s down to about a third. So
it’s flipped since 1962. In fiscal 2000, about a
third was discretionary, and about 16 percent
of the budget was dedicated to defense. In
1962, 50 percent of the federal budget was
dedicated to defense. The reductions in de-
fense spending over the last 38 years went to
health care. Social Security, and interest on
the federal debt. This was not a conscious
trade-off; it’s just a fact—it’s what happened.

The fact of the matter is that Social Secu-
rity costs, Medicare, and other health care
costs are only going to go in one direction
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under our current system, and that is up. As
a result, the pressures on discretionary
spending are likely to become more acute in
the years ahead. We don’t know what inter-
est on the federal debt will be in the future.
While we know it’s coming down, due to re-
cent efforts to pay down the debt, it’s debat-
able as to how much debt will be paid down
in the years ahead. Even if public debt was
all paid off, the fact of the matter is our
long-range budget simulations show that we
are going to have significant fiscal chal-
lenges in the years ahead. For example, if
Congress saves every penny of the Social Se-
curity surplus, but if the on-budget surplus
is spent either through tax cuts and/or
spending increases, then by the year 2030,
discretionary spending will have to be cut in
half, and it will have to be eliminated by
2040. There are alternatives: significantly in-
creasing tax burdens over current levels in
the longer term; or further mortgaging the
future in the outyears. But these aren’t very
attractive options.

Guess what’s in discretionary spending?
National defense, the judicial system, edu-
cation programs, some of which are specifi-
cally provided for in the Constitution of the
United States. Given these long-range fiscal
challenges we must be prudent today about
what is done with the current surplus, and
we must get on with entitlement reform, if
we want to avoid a train wreck down the
road.

The human capital crisis. The key com-
petitive element in the 21st century will be
people. People are the source of all knowl-
edge. In this knowledge age, having the right
people with the right skills will make the
difference between success and failure. Yes,
business processes and information tech-
nology are important; but people are essen-
tial. Unfortunately, government and all too
many private sector employers have treated
people as a cost to be cut rather than an
asset to be valued. This must change. Due to
largely driven numbers and inadequately
planned downsizing campaigns that have oc-
curred in the last 10 to 15 years, the federal
work force is much smaller. However, it’s
also out of shape, has a range of skills imbal-
ances, and is facing a huge succession plan-
ning challenge. As a result, we at the Gov-
ernment Accounting Office GAO placed stra-
tegic human capital management, or I
should say the lack thereof, on our high risk
list within the last two months.

The problem is not federal employees. It is
the outdated policies, practices and legisla-
tive framework that governs human capital
practices in the federal government. We
must take a range of steps within the con-
text of current law to address these chal-
lenges and to attract and to retain a quality
work force for the federal government. We
must also move over time to build a con-
sensus for comprehensive civil service re-
form, whose time will come, but it has not
yet arrived.

We can’t afford to have anything other
than top-quality people running the U.S.
government. I already mentioned it’s the
largest, most complex, most diverse entity
on the face of the earth. We can’t afford to
have second-class players running that type
of enterprise, the only superpower on earth.
The stakes are simply too high to do other-
wise.

Finally, given the key transitions and
trends that the Comptroller General dis-
cussed, I think it’s also important to note
that both federal and private sector employ-
ment policies and practices will have to
change in order to make better use among
other things, and that is our senior citizens—
probably the largest untapped resource that
we have.

Third, emerging challenges. The Postal
Service. The U.S. Postal Service is the sec-
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ond largest employer in the United States as
a separate free-standing entity, second only
to General Motors, with $65 billion a year in
annual revenues. It serves an important pub-
lic purpose, but it is facing increasing com-
petition and other pressures, both from a do-
mestic and foreign perspective. The U.S.
Postal Service lost $200 million last year and
recently projected it will lose two to three
billion this year, despite a recent rate in-
crease. They’ve also projected that it’s like-
ly to get worse unless they get additional
rate increases.

The basic statutory framework which gov-
erns the Postal Service has not been changed
since 1970, despite the fact that the world has
changed significantly since then, and will
change even more in the years ahead. These
and other factors have caused the Postal
Service’s transformation efforts to be put on
our high risk list just within the last two
weeks. The time has come to take a com-
prehensive look at the governance structure,
management practices, labor policies and
statutory framework relating to the Postal
Service. Simply raising postal rates is not
the answer. We must deal with a range of
structural and fundamental challenges that
have built up over the years. This will be
tough, but it is essential.

The Postal Service challenge is too big to
ignore. It also illustrates the need to relook
at a range of federal policies, programs and
practices in light of the key trends that I
discussed earlier.

Now let me transition to how these trends
affect several continuing challenges. First,
federal financial management. The federal
government has been a lag indicator when it
comes to federal financial management and
accountability factors. It’s only been in the
last 10 years that the federal government has
even had to come up with consolidated finan-
cial statements. It’s only been four years
that the federal government has had to have
audited consolidated financial statements.
While progress is being made, much remains
to be done. The simple fact of the matter is
that no private sector enterprise could sur-
vive with the type of financial management
system the federal government has. While 18
of 24 major departments and agencies re-
ceived so-called clean opinions on their fi-
nancial statements this past year, only six
received a clean opinion, had no material
control weaknesses, and didn’t have compli-
ance problems. So six of 24 rather than 18 of
24. In fact, of the 18 of 24 that did get a so-
called clean opinion, a majority of those
only got the clean opinion through engaging
in so-called heroic efforts where they dedi-
cated vast amounts of financial and human
resources to basically recreate the books as
of one day six months prior; that is, as of the
end of the fiscal year. This is no way to run
an enterprise, whether it be in the public
sector or the private sector. It must change.

Government leaders have a responsibility,
and the taxpayers have a right to assure,
that the federal government has appropriate
systems and controls in place to safeguard
taxpayer dollars and to assure government
accountability. Other countries much small-
er than the United States have done this al-
ready. It’s time that we do. In addition, fed-
eral reporting standards must place addi-
tional emphasis on performance information,
long-range commitments and contingencies,
and the government’s most valuable asset,
namely its employees.

Federal acquisition and sourcing strate-
gies. While the federal work force is smaller,
the so-called shadow work force has grown
dramatically in the last 10 years. The shad-
ow work force is primarily comprised of con-
tract personnel performing services for the
federal government. In addition, more and
more functions are being devolved to lower
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levels of governmment and to non-govern-
mental sources. This raises a number of pol-
icy, equity and accountability issues. We
need to fundamentally review and reassess a
range of federal policies, procedures and
practices in this area. In doing so we must
balance a number of competing interests
among a variety of stakeholders, such as
taxpayers, the government, federal workers,
and contractors. I am hopeful that the re-
cently announced Commercial Activities
Panel, that I will chair, will be able to make
some meaningful progress in this area. Some
of the panel members may be able to help lay
the groundwork for more comprehensive ac-
tion in the human capital area in the years
ahead.

Last but not least on the example of con-
tinuing challenges: Defense Department
business process transformation. We have
the best military forces on earth. We have
proved that we are number one on the battle-
field several times over the past ten years.
Yes, the Department of Defense and the mili-
tary forces that it represents rate an A on ef-
fectiveness in fighting and winning armed
conflicts. However, the Department of De-
fense is a D-plus at best on economy, effi-
ciency and accountability. Defense has six of
21 high-risk areas on our list, and they also
have the two government-wide high-risk
challenges as well. DOD’s poor financial
management reporting practices represent
the primary road block in the federal govern-
ment obtaining a clean opinion on its finan-
cial statements. DOD’s economy, efficiency
and related accountability problems result
in billions of wasted dollars, dollars that can
be better spent on readiness, a better quality
of life for our uniformed personnel and clos-
ing the gap between wants and available
funding in connection with a variety of
major weapons systems. DOD must change
the way that it does business, and this will
be tough given the culture at DOD and the
many organizations within it. But basically
what we are talking about is that govern-
ment has to change how it does business if it
is to be effective and maximize the return on
taxpayer dollars, while achieving its mis-
sions.

In closing, the 2lst century is a new
ballgame. Much has changed in the last 20
years, and the world is likely to change even
more in the next 20. Now is the time for us
to ask two key questions as we look forward,
especially in light of our long-range fiscal
challenges. First, what is the proper role of
government in the 21st century? Secondly,
how should the government do business in
the 21st century? The first question raises a
range of public policy issues that must be
answered by elected officials. It involves re-
looking at a range of government programs,
policies and tools in light of past and ex-
pected changes and future challenges. In ad-
dressing this question, GAO will be there to
help by getting facts, analyzing the situa-
tion, laying out options, and discussing the
pros and cons so that elected officials and
other policymakers can make timely and in-
formed judgments.

The second question—How should govern-
ment do business?—is much more operation-
ally oriented. GAO will continue to aggres-
sively pursue this area not only to identify
problems, but also to recognize progress. We
will continue to provide tools and meth-
odologies to help others help themselves see
their way forward, maximize their perform-
ance, and ensure their accountability in a
range of areas. In doing so, we’ll continue to
be committed to our professional standards
and our core values of accountability, integ-
rity and reliability.

The press can play an important role as
well, helping to engender the public debate,
to identify not only the problems, but also
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be able to acknowledge progress while recog-
nizing that government does do some things
right.

Let’s work together to make government
work better for all Americans.

I appreciate your time and attention, and
would be more than happy to answer any
questions you may have. Thank you.

———
NATIONAL MEN’S HEALTH WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRuccI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
take this opportunity to acknowledge
the kickoff of National Men’s Health
Week as we lead up to the celebration
of Father’s Day on June 17, 2001.

The importance of this special week
is to raise national awareness among
men relative to issues affecting our
well-being. As men, Mr. Speaker, we
play many roles in society, such as
husbands, fathers, brothers, bread win-
ners, Congressmen, Presidents, and
more importantly co-partners in fami-
lies and in some instances heads of
families. None of the roles mentioned
above are mutually exclusive. Rather,
they are all part of an integrated
whole.

Some of us are very comfortable in
each role. Others may find it difficult
handling the presence and pressures as-
sociated with so many roles. Therefore,
as we deal with National Men’s Health
Week, which is designed to promote
health among men and to address a
broad range of issues regardless of roles
or status, let us be mindful that this is
not an egotistical approach to elicit
gender competition, but it is simply a
reminder that we should all pay atten-
tion to problems that are gender spe-
cific.

If we are not healthy, we cannot be
the best husbands, fathers, or produc-
tive citizens that are vital to help keep
our society going. Today, men suffer
from some alarming health statistics.
It is common knowledge that heart dis-
ease is the leading cause of death
among men in the United States.

The life expectancy of men is much
lower than that of women by at least 7
years. Currently men represent 84 per-
cent of all AIDS cases in the United
States. In the African-American com-
munity, HIV/AIDS is spreading like
wildfire. A recent survey revealed an
increased infection rate of 4.4 percent
for young gay men. The rates ranged
from 2.5 percent all the way up to 14.7
percent among gay black men. In Chi-
cago alone, gay men account for 53 per-
cent of HIV/AIDS cases. Public health
officials say that they are seeing dis-
turbing trends of reckless behavior.

Another sad statistic is the mor-
tality rate for African Americans from
all types of cancer. It is 68 percent
higher than for any other group. There
are many other types of ailments that
afflict us, such as high blood pressure,
stroke, diabetes, excessive accidents on
the road.

Well, as one can see very well, the
problems are there. The odds seem to
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be against men. But I assure my col-
leagues that an ounce of prevention is
worth much more than 1,000 remedies.

So I would urge all men not to wait
until it is too late to bring into our
lives the proper balance of health care.
We can all have a better life. If that is
not possible, we can all certainly make
life more bearable.

I urge all men to take time to reflect
on the value of your life, on the well-
being of yourself, and the ripple effect
that it can have on all of the roles that
you play and the lives of all the people
with whom you come into contact.
Should your health, your state of
mind, your stress level or anything else
be of concern that requires attention,
please consult your physician, seek as-
sistance at your earliest convenience.

Let us celebrate Father’s Day in good
health as we celebrate this week dedi-
cated to improving the health, not only
of all of our citizens, but especially the
health of men who oftentimes do not
look or pay as much attention to them-
selves.

I also take this opportunity, Mr.
Speaker, to indicate support for the ef-
forts and activities of individuals, or-
ganizations, institutions and other en-
tities that are designed to honor fa-
therhood on Father’s Day, especially
when we look at statistics which sug-
gest that children who are raised with-
out their fathers account for 63 percent
of youth suicides, 71 percent of preg-
nant teenagers, 90 percent of homeless
and runaway children, 85 percent of be-
havior disorders.

As my colleagues can see, Mr. Speak-
er, all of these problems are seriously
affecting not only the lives of individ-
uals, but the lives of people in our
country.

———

HEALTH CARE AND PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Mrs. JONES) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on
behalf of my colleagues, we wish to dis-
cuss the whole issue of health care this
evening. Particularly we are going to
be discussing the issue of prescription
drugs.

We anticipate that, over the next few
years, prescription drug use will in-
crease with age along with the preva-
lence of chronic and acute health prob-
lems. Over 13 million Medicare bene-
ficiaries have no drug coverage whatso-
ever, and over three in five bene-
ficiaries have undependable drug cov-
erage.

The Federal Health Insurance Pro-
gram that covers 40 million elderly and
disabled Americans does not cover out-
patient prescription drugs. Ten million
Medicare beneficiaries have no drug
coverage at all.

According to HCFA, the national
spending on drugs has tripled in the
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last decade, and it is expected to more
than double between 2000 and 2010 from
an estimated $172 billion to $366 billion.

Medicare beneficiaries account for 14
percent of the United States popu-
lation, but 43 percent of the Nation’s
total drug expenditures. Medicaid pro-
vides drug coverage for 12 percent of
the Medicaid population, generally
those with very low income. Only half
of all the Medicare beneficiaries with
incomes below the Federal poverty line
are covered by Medicaid.

In 1998, Medicaid spent on average
$893 per elderly beneficiary for pharma-
ceuticals. Medicare HMOs assisted 15
percent of all beneficiaries with their
drug costs in 1998, although the share
dropped to about 10 percent in 2001.
Virtually all Medicare beneficiaries use
pharmaceuticals on a regular basis and
fill an average of 22 prescriptions per
year.

In 2001, the average annual out-of-
pocket spending for drugs among Medi-
care beneficiaries is estimated to be
about $858, with 27 percent of bene-
ficiaries expected to spend more than
$1,000. Medigap provides prescription
drug benefits to approximately only 10
percent of all the Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

I listed all of these prescription drugs
statistics particularly to focus in on
the fact that, across this country,
there are senior citizens and others
who are in a dilemma without having
any type of prescription drug benefit.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to kind of
engage in a colloquy with the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN),
who has been very active in the fore-
front on the issue of prescription drug
benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) to
discuss what she has been seeing that
has occurred in the State of Florida on
this issue.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if one
can imagine, in Florida a high percent-
age of our seniors are in the Medicare
program because we have a very high
senior population. You know what I
have found is interesting over the last
couple of years, we have had this issue
on the table. This issue is being talked
about. It has been massaged. It has
been looked at. We have tried to bring
it to the forefront of any debate that
has happened in this Congress because
of exactly what the gentlewoman has
put in her remarks, what is happening
out there.

I think that any of us that has had
any kind of work done, that one of the
first issues that we have to look at is
how do we make sure that the people in
this country are getting the same
medicines at the same cost as other
countries. I do not want to hear, well,
it is about research, because we hear it
is about marketing research, and we
have all seen the ads.

So we did, a couple of years ago, just
a kind of analysis of what was hap-
pening in our State and in my district
in particular, in the Fifth District, and
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we found out that, for the most part,
life-sustaining drugs, not just fun
drugs or something that was not life-
sustaining, but drugs that seniors had
to take actually were costing overall
about 125 percent more than they were
in actual programs like
Medicare+Choice or prescription drug
benefit under some Medigap programs
or whatever.

Now, also, then, we went a little bit
further; and we said, well, let us look
at other countries and what is hap-
pening. We looked at our border coun-
tries like Mexico and Canada. Then of
course when we started looking at
that, and the information started com-
ing up to the seniors in this country,
guess what happened? They decided
that they needed to go over the border
to buy their medicines because they
could get them at half of what we were
paying for them in the United States.

Then we went a little bit closer in,
and we found the same kind of thing
happening in the European nations
where they, too, were getting medi-
cines for a lower cost.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)
in Lorain took two or three busloads of
seniors up to Canada because they were
able to purchase their prescriptions at
a significantly lower cost than they
were able to have purchased them in
the United States.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, saying
that, we had the same thing happening
up in Vermont, in Maine, where they
also went up on bus trips.

What is interesting is the States
have recognized the potential problem
or the problem they are having, and
State legislatures were getting a lot of
pressure put on them to change their
laws and, in fact, did in some of these
legislatures say that the pharma-
ceutical companies could not charge
more than what they were paying for
or what they were getting in Canada or
their border state, which was, quite
frankly, something that I think that a
lot of Americans need to know about
because we could do that here.

In fact, there is a piece of legislation
this year, the Allen bill, and there are
several of us that are on that, that ac-
tually would say that.

We need to look at the cost and what
it is costing Americans as to what it is
costing not only our border states, but
other countries around us. We think we
could save about 40 percent of the cost
without doing any benefit, without
costing one dime from the Federal
Government. I mean, you would not
even have to put out a charge there.
All you would have to do is say we
think that if you can sell it for this
amount over here, then why should not
we be given the same benefit in this
country. Well, and that is just one
thing.

Now we have another issue going on
that actually we have had some U.S.
Senators that have introduced it, along
with the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN), who the gentlewoman from
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Ohio (Mrs. JONES) mentioned, who took
the lead in this; and it was based on
what I call stacking, which was actu-
ally a part of a program, one of the
news programs at night was talking
about. I just thought this is crazy. I
mean, here we are again watching the
same thing over and over and over
again.

We have this thing called patents,
and patent laws protect the name
brand medicine for about 20 years.
Then the patents are let go; and, as we
know, then we get what is called a ge-
neric drug, which by the way costs a
lot less. The gentlewoman from Ohio
mentioned the difference, I believe.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. I did, Mr.
Speaker.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, maybe
the gentlewoman can tell me those
numbers again, but how many people
have dropped off Medicare+Choice pro-
grams that no longer had prescription
drugs where they did before. Is it
twelve?

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
over 13 million Medicare beneficiaries
have no drug coverage. Over three out
of five beneficiaries have undependable
drug coverage. Right.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, so now
what is happening, and what I found in
some of this work that I have been
doing, is that in some of these
Medicare+Choice programs, not only
are they dropping a lot of their pre-
scription drug coverage, but in some
cases they will only cover generic
drugs.

0 1915

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. And if the drug
they need is not at the status of being
a generic drug, then these people are
really in a dilemma.

Mrs. THURMAN. They have no cov-
erage Now.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. At all.

Mrs. THURMAN. So what happened
is, all of a sudden now there is this in-
formation coming out to us that drug
companies, or pharmaceutical compa-
nies, are able to extend their patents, 1
cannot even believe why, would extend
the patents probably somewhere
around 2 to 3 years, creating the idea
that then the generic drug never be-
comes available for that long. And that
also causes a problem because we could
cut or look at the cost.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. The interesting
thing is, and I think that everyone on
our side of the aisle wants to be clear
that we are not trying to bankrupt any
of the drug companies. We thank them
for the research that they have done in
this particular area.

Mrs. THURMAN. Absolutely.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. And the ad-
vancement in medicine that has been
made. But the reality of it is that there
are people across our country that can-
not afford to purchase the drugs at the
costs that are currently set; and we
really need an opportunity to spread
the wealth, to allow those who are un-
able to afford that high cost to partici-
pate as well.
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The gentlewoman was talking about
the studies that were done in the State
of Florida. We did a study in my con-
gressional district; and there was one
drug, that I wish I could remember the
name as I stand here right now, that
seniors were paying 1,000 over the cost
if they were in a favored status plan.

Mrs. THURMAN. It actually is a hor-
mone, and it actually was something
that sometimes we need to keep our-
selves in balance.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Correct.

Mrs. THURMAN. A lot of people un-
derstand that. Even our husbands
would understand that on occasion.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Absolutely.

Mrs. THURMAN. And that was one of
those issues that in fact raised the
level of it, and it causes a lot of prob-
lems for some people.

But on this generic thing, I think
there is something else that needs to
be remembered. This is not just about
seniors at this point. This is families.
This is children. This is young, this is
middle-aged, and this is the older gen-
eration. Everybody benefits when we
have a generic drug. And the numbers
that we looked at were that it actually
could save about $71 billion for this
whole group of folks, whether it was
families or whatever. Think about $71
billion.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. And the thing
that is so important is that we have as
a Nation now developed our health care
in a delivery system where we can en-
gage in preventive health care. And if
we could engage in preventive health
care with certain prescription drugs,
then we could really save ourselves dol-
lars on the other end of the lifeline. We
need to be able to provide the nec-
essary prescription drug benefit to peo-
ple at an early age, to keep them from
getting themselves in harm’s way.

One of the prevalent conditions that
exists across the country is the whole
issue of diabetes and trying to reach di-
abetes at an early age so individuals do
not develop to the level where they
have to take insulin, which is much
more costly than watching your diet
and taking some type of prescription.
That would be significant in all fami-
lies.

Let us even take a look at the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS), our
colleague, who was talking earlier
about the whole issue of prostate can-
cer and having the ability to do the di-
agnosis, the preventive care, the type
of prescription drugs to be able to ar-
rest that situation early on and to give
advice and counsel. That would be sig-
nificant.

Mrs. THURMAN. The gentlewoman
brings up an excellent point, and it is a
point that needs to be talked about
even more. As we just did the tax bill,
and we are watching all these dollars
kind of go out there right now, which
legitimately we all agree there should
have been a tax bill, we just think it
should have been a little more reason-
able.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. And to allow for
prescription drug benefits.
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Mrs. THURMAN. Right, and the fact
of the matter is that within that there
is also the situation we are in now with
Medicare and dollars that we have
available and what is going to happen
in 10 years from now when the baby
boomers come in and we have this huge
exploding price. Well, one of the ways,
and the gentlewoman is exactly right,
that we can look at the expenses is by
prevention.

Well, this is what happens under
Medicare. If a person is ill, an elderly
person, and we have heard the stories.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Over and over.

Mrs. THURMAN. People would cry if
they heard some of the letters I have
gotten as we have started talking
about this: wives saying I cannot take
my medicine any more because my
husband needs it more; or I can only
take it half the time. Guess what hap-
pens? These folks end up in the hos-
pital. They end up in the hospital; and
now we have Medicare, which, in fact,
as the gentlewoman pointed out, pays
for inpatient medicines. So they pay
for the inpatient medicine. So we get
the person healthy, or as healthy as we
can.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Under the cir-
cumstances.

Mrs. THURMAN. Under the cir-
cumstances. And we Kind of get them
out there; and then we say, okay, now,
g0 home. They go home and they have
their prescription drug from their doc-
tor, and they go to the pharmacy and
all of a sudden we have got them in
balance now. They are feeling a little
better. They go to the pharmacy and
what happens? The first thing that
happens is they are standing there, and
they may be looking at a $300 bill, a
$200 bill, an $800 bill, going, I cannot af-
ford this. They buy what they can,
they work with the pharmacist, they
cut them in half, and 3 or 4 months
later, guess what happens? They end up
back in the hospital. And Medicare is
paying for that.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. I cannot forget
that, in the course of my decision to
come to Congress, I was engaged in a
town hall meeting; and one of the peo-
ple in the audience says, Well, why
don’t you buy every constituent in
your district a pill cutter? I said, do
what? Buy them a pill cutter, and then
they could cut up the pills that they
have and it would extend over a longer
period of time. I said, Sir, the real rea-
son I won’t buy one is I am not a phar-
macist or a doctor. And how can I tell
a constituent of mine how much medi-
cine to take and when they should take
it? That is why we license doctors to
prescribe and why we license phar-
macists to dispense on the prescrip-
tions.

I could not believe it. But the reality
is that we do have people across this
country who have gotten pill cutters
and started thinking that they can
self-prescribe by saying, well, instead
of taking one pill today, I will cut it in
three and take it three times in a day
and really not understanding how dif-
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ferent prescriptions interplay with one
another and the impact they can have
on their health long term.

We have been joined by our col-
league, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE), who is actually our
leader on this particular issue.

Mr. Speaker, can I get a ruling from
the Chair as to how I would now turn
this time over to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) so I will not
cause us to lose this time, please.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRuUCCI). On the designation of the mi-
nority leader, the balance of the pend-
ing hour is reallocated to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. As I leave, Mr.
Speaker, I would like to say that it has
been wonderful to have an opportunity
to engage in a colloquy with my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. THURMAN). She has been a leader
in this area.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from Ohio, and
I apologize that I came here late; but I
am so glad the gentlewoman took the
time so we did not lose it.

The dialogue that the two gentle-
women were having was really excel-
lent. I know she has to leave; but I
want to continue on, if I could, with
my colleague from Florida on this ge-
neric issue, because I think it is so cru-
cial, but I do thank the gentlewoman.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman very much.

Mrs. THURMAN. I appreciate the
dialogue too; it was great.

Mr. PALLONE. I noticed that my
colleagues were talking about what I
call the GAAP bill, Greater Access to
Affordable Pharmaceuticals Act, or
GAAP. I think it is important, and I
want to kind of give my New Jersey
perspective on this, because I agree
with the gentlewoman completely
when she said that the greater use of
generics is certainly a way to address
the affordability issue.

We have been talking in our health
care task force and amongst Democrats
about trying to put together a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit, and we
have certain principles that we want to
be universal: everybody should have it,
should be voluntary, and it should be
affordable. Because if it is not afford-
able, it is not much use to anybody. I
agree with my colleague that in many
ways, and I am not saying the two of
us, but I think a lot of our colleagues
have not paid enough attention to the
whole issue of how generics and more
widespread use of generics could really
address that affordability issue in a
major way.

Now, I say the New Jersey perspec-
tive because I have been kind of out-
raged by the fact that in my State, as
the gentlewoman knows, there are a
number of the brand-name drug compa-
nies, and I am very happy they are in
my State, and we have a lot of people
employed by them, but many of them
over the years have approached me and
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other colleagues to try to put in these
patent extensions. I have refused to
sponsor patent extensions because I
think it is wrong. I think what it effec-
tively does is it postpones the day
when the generics come to market, and
it keeps the price artificially high
using these brand names that have ac-
tually expired even under the law.

These things usually do not pass as
stand-alone bills, as my colleague
knows. They usually get stuck into
some omnibus appropriations bill at
the end of the session or some rec-
onciliation or something else, and no-
body even knows what they are voting
on because it is a little paragraph
somewhere in a bill that is 2 feet high
on the desk. So that is something that
has to stop, and the GAAP bill tries to
address that.

The other thing we get is this whole
issue of trying to change the patent. In
other words, I will give an example.
This is one of their favorite tactics
that we get from some of the brand-
name companies, and the gentlewoman
may have already mentioned this, and
I apologize.

Mrs. THURMAN. I did not.

Mr. PALLONE. They make essen-
tially insignificant changes to the
product, and they get a new patent just
as the original patent is set to expire;
and then they go on for years with es-
sentially the same patent.

Mrs. THURMAN. And if the gen-
tleman will yield, one of the things
they do is they might change the label
or how the medicine is configured; they
might change the color. Now, they
might have a problem with some of
their medicines, because they do an
awful lot of advertising on some called
the purple pill. And there are a lot of
folks out there that know the purple
pill, so if they changed it to pink, I am
not sure how many more they could
sell. But that is the idea of what is
going on out there.

It is not about the chemical makeup
of this medicine; it is about just chang-
ing the label or color or whatever, but
something that has nothing to do with
the makeup of the medication at all.

Mr. PALLONE. And the way the cur-
rent law reads, and I do not think it
was really intended that way, but it
has been basically utilized in the wrong
way, that once that presentation is
made with this new patent, for 30
months the generic cannot come to
market. That is 30 months. We are
talking about 2% years, which is in-
credible; and we correct that in the bill
that we talked about. In the GAAP bill
we correct that.

Mrs. THURMAN. Yes. And we also
correct a somewhat curious operation
where they have actually kind of been
involved or engaged with some generic
companies where they actually have
bought out or have actually delayed
the generic drug coming to the market
as well, and that is another area that
we are trying to address in this piece of
legislation.
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Let me ask the gentleman a ques-
tion, because I do not have this infor-
mation, and I wish the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) was back here,
because one of the things we did not
talk about that I think is also very im-
portant, and certainly the gentleman
and I have looked at this and the re-
search, but this whole issue of the prof-
its. Because one of the things that the
American people are being told at this
time and have been told, and by the
way through rather large marketing of
political statements to the tune of
about $30 million in this last campaign
to try to persuade people to believe,
that there were things that ought not
to happen in a benefit plan. And I quite
frankly was offended in some of the
tactics that were taken in scaring peo-
ple as to what might have happened.

But when we look at the profits and
we start to do the breakdown, and I
think Forbes came out with this, and I
do not have it with me; but they were
like four or five top parts, like profits
or whatever. But, anyway, they had
like three or four columns; and the
pharmaceutical companies were top in
every one of them in terms of profits,
and then in the fourth column it was
oil and gas.
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So it was kind of ironic to me that
here we are looking at issues, and I
know in my home State and I think in
all of our home States, is a life-or-
death situation for many people. I do
not know if the gentleman has those
numbers.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I do not
have them with me, but in the last 6
months we have seen a lot of stocks
tumble, generally in Internet and other
areas. The drug stocks have stayed
pretty good, primarily because they
are making record profits. We are cap-
italists in America. And we do not have
a problem with people making money,
but they are making money at the ex-
pense of these seniors who cannot af-
ford to pay for these prescription
drugs. And as the gentlewoman says, it
is a life-or-death situation.

During the course of the last Presi-
dential campaign, as well as congres-
sional races, we saw the current Presi-
dent, as well as many of our Repub-
lican colleagues, run on a platform
that they were going to address pre-
scription drugs and have some kind of
benefit. We are not seeing it.

At one point, the President said that
he wanted to do a low-income benefit.
We are not sure if that is what he ulti-
mately will say that he wants the Con-
gress to do. At this point, I wish he
would do anything. The idea of doing a
low-income benefit is not what I am
hearing from my constituents. The
people that are coming to me are not
the people that are eligible for Med-
icaid, but the people in the middle-in-
come bracket that do not have a ben-
efit because the HMO does not provide
it, or they want to buy some Medigap
which does not cover it. They are going
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without. They are doing as the gentle-
woman from Ohio and the gentle-
woman from Florida said, they are cut-
ting back or taking half a pill or just
not getting any pill.

I agree with the gentlewoman that
generics is one way to address this, but
we need a benefit package. We have to
say that everyone that is covered by
Medicare, regardless of income, gets a
prescription drug benefit. We figure out
how to do it and whether there is going
to be a co-pay and what the cata-
strophic is. I do not see that happening
with the Republican leadership. I do
not see any movement in that direc-
tion.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
only movement that we have seen or
has been talked about is the $157 bil-
lion that would be used, as suggested,
for low-income seniors. In Florida, we
already have a Medicaid medical-needy
program for those in that position. The
gentleman is correct, it is in the mid-
dle and at the high. The issue there as
well, and quite frankly an issue I have
with the entire Medicare situation,
some people have it because they have
Medicare Choice, but we are seeing
Medicare Choice programs are pulling
out, and then these folks have no pre-
scription drug benefit.

But at the same time, if an indi-
vidual is a fee-for-service Medicare
beneficiary, they have paid in exactly
the same thing on a tax on earnings to
provide for Medicare, and the money
that goes into HMO Medicare Choices
are nothing more than the tax dollars
which have been put in there and then
given to the Medicare Choice programs
to provide this.

So you have a very unbalanced Medi-
care beneficiary program going on
where some get it and some do not.
Some are getting pulled out, and they
have nothing to replace it with. When
you look at the Medigap programs, and
we have all heard and seen, and cer-
tainly from the stories we hear from
our constituents, Mr. Speaker, they
might pay $1,800 a year, but they might
only get $1,000 in benefits. That is part
of what is going on out there.

When we started looking at this last
year, we said it has to be a Medicare
benefit. It cannot be through some pri-
vate benefit because we had all of the
insurance companies, or at least many
of them come and say, guess what, we
are not going to provide this. On top of
that, you dilute the buying power of
the Federal Government for a benefit
package. And that is where a lot of dis-
cussion is going on right now in the
health care caucus that we have been
talking about in trying to come up
with some alternatives. Those are some
issues that we are all trying to wrap-
around and figure out what to do with
them here; but the gentleman’s State
has a better start.

When I talked about the medical
needy or the Helping Hand Up, quite
frankly, part of that plan was to give
back to the governors.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, that is
a block grant.
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As the gentlewoman says, every one
of these proposals that the Bush ad-
ministration comes up with, the people
that they are supposed to help say they
are not going to work.

My own State, Mr. Speaker, if an in-
dividual is eligible for Medicaid and is
very low income, they usually get their
drugs. There are problems, I am not
saying it is easy, but generally they
have access. Because we have casinos,
there is revenue that is generated by
the casinos that goes to the State, and
we use that to finance a lower income
prescription drug benefit that is above
the people eligible for Medicaid.

Right now I think that is maybe as
high as, for a family of 2, maybe up to
$19,000 or $20,000 annually; and that is
very good because you only have to pay
$5, I think, for each prescription.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, who does this?

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the
State does with the casino revenue
funds. That has been going on for
awhile, but that does not cover the ma-
jority of seniors or the majority of
middle-income seniors. Those are the
people I hear from. New Jersey has a
high cost of living. When one talks
about $16,000, $17,000, $18,000, $19,000,
one cannot live on it in most cases.

As the gentlewoman said, we have
heard two things from the Republicans.
One is the Bush proposal which is the
Helping Hand. I have in front of me, he
says that the measure establishes
block grants for States to provide pre-
scription coverage for some low-income
seniors. His plan limits full prescrip-
tion coverage to Medicare beneficiaries
with incomes up to 35 percent above
the poverty level, up to $11,600 for indi-
viduals and $15,700 for couples. That is
below what New Jersey is already of-
fering with the casino revenue. We
would not benefit at all, and that is ob-
viously why in our State nobody is in
favor of this.

Mr. Speaker, the other thing that we
are getting was this idea about the Re-
publican proposal last session which is
the drugs-only policy. In other words,
rather than have prescription drugs as
a benefit under Medicare for everyone,
which the gentlewoman and I propose,
and the Democrats propose, they would
just give a certain amount of money
and you go out with a voucher and buy
a drugs-only policy. But as the gentle-
woman said, no insurance company
says they are going to write it.

Mr. Speaker, I know in Nevada they
actually did that about a year ago. For
6 months they could not get anybody
to write it. Then somebody wrote it,
but I do not think that they covered
even 100 people. It was a total failure.

So these approaches, it is almost like
let us do whatever we can not to guar-
antee this under Medicare because
Medicare is somehow evil or govern-
ment. I do not have any patience for
people who get into the ideology of
whether it has to be government run or
not. The only thing I care about is
whether it works practically. I do not
care about the ideology myself.
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Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, 1
think that the governors got together.
I believe this is what happened.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman is correct.

Mrs. THURMAN. And they talked
about it. One of the things that they do
not want to do is they do not want to
be in the position of taking over the
Medicare program. They already are
involved in the Medicaid program, plus
whatever programs they have within
their own States, and they do not want
this responsibility.

Then they have to pick and choose.
They have to make that determina-
tion. Quite frankly, that is a very bi-
partisan group of folks out there. That
is Democrats, Republicans, Independ-
ents, making that decision not to have
the Federal Government abrogate to
the States our responsibility which is
Medicare.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, that is
an important point. The problem with
the block grant, if you use my State,
you can write into this language that
would not allow this, but there is the
danger that you send the block grant
to the State and they use the money to
fund the program already there. You
can try to avoid that through legisla-
tion, but it is always going to be a
problem. If there is not enough money,
they use it for the existing program
and do not expand it to include any-
body else.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, at the
Federal Government we are already
participating with the Medicaid pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, somebody gave me a
note to tell me what those three sub-
titles were on the profits. I will go
back to that. Number one, return on
revenue. Number one, return on assets.
Number two, return to the shareholder
equity. That is what they were actu-
ally in the last look in the last time. I
thought that was pretty interesting.

And I agree with the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE). I give the
gentleman a lot of credit because I
know he has a lot of pharmaceuticals,
and the gentleman is bucking those
people at home who do provide jobs. So
I give the gentleman a lot of credit for
standing up on principle and on an
issue that he believes in. The gen-
tleman has done a tremendous amount
of work. It is not easy, especially when
one looks at the dollars spent on things
like Flo, and some of the ads attacking
us because we have this belief that peo-
ple ought to have a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. But it is important.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman is correct that so much
money has been spent, and of course
New Jersey does have a lot of the brand
name drug companies. But if you talk
to people on the street in my State,
their attitude is not any different.
They do not have any better access or
ability to purchase the drugs than any-
body else; so the problems are the same
wherever you are.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, here is
another issue, and this hits everybody.
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This is not just a Medicare patient,
this is now starting to hit families,
working men and women across this
country. I actually got the first taste
of it about a year ago when a major
corporation came in to talk to me
about this. They were talking about
health care costs going up. I said, Tell
me what that means. They said, Well,
our prescription drug benefit is going
up so high and the cost of the drugs are
getting so high that we have a couple
of choices now. We can either reduce
the benefits of a prescription drug, or
we can no longer or we will not be able
to actually do coverage of other areas
of health care.

Mr. Speaker, if a business had a plan
where they were given some dental or
they might have been given some men-
tal health or they might have had for
their child an ear examination or a
woman might have had a pap smear,
mammography every year, now they
are changing those plans to meet the
needs in the prescription drug part of
it, and they are now cutting back on
the other benefits of these plans. It is
all because of one area within health
care that is really pushing this up.

That worries me because here we are
talking about all of the uninsured, the
44 million people that are uninsured.
We are trying to find ways in this Con-
gress to actually make it easier and
beneficial to employers to provide
health care. Then once they get into it,
and what people are looking for in a
plan is not going to be available to
them because of one cost over here. So
it could just eventually escalate.

The same thing is happening in the
hospital system. They do have some re-
imbursement for Medicare within the
hospital setting, but in some of these
other insurance companies as they cut
and are not available, there is nothing
we can do about it. Their costs are
starting to go up. So then it is a dom-
ino effect. If you have to do this, what
are you going to do about nurses, what
do you do about the shortages we are
having? There are all of these domino
effects to the health care system.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that any
of us want to see the pharmaceutical
companies go out of business. My hus-
band had a kidney transplant in 1995-
1996. If the medicines like
immunosuppressant drugs were not
available, transplants might not be as
easily done because this medicine
works as an anti-rejection.
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I can tell you how thankful I am that
I have my husband, and I am thankful
for the research they have done. But
we cannot just hang that out, because
there are so many things going on out
there that just have not been proven to
us, at least have not been proven to me
that in fact they could not give a little
to our constituents who do not have
the opportunity to have a prescription
drug benefit at this point.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to pick up on
the gentlewoman’s point there about
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how as the prescription drug part of
health insurance, as the cost continues
to rise, and you have, as you say, ei-
ther cutbacks in other areas or just
costs that make it prohibitive for em-
ployers to cover their employees, that
is the crux of the problem. We had as a
percentage of the population fewer peo-
ple that were uninsured a few years ago
than we do now, mainly because the
primary way that people were insured
historically in this country was
through their employer, on the job.
And when you create a situation where
those employers can no longer cover
their employees, that is where the cri-
sis comes with the uninsured. Again, I
do not want to look at it ideologically.
In my view I would love to have every-
body covered by their employer and
not have to have any Federal program.
But we know that the problem now
again is not people who are on Med-
icaid or people who are low income,
who are not working because they are
disabled or they cannot find a job, the
problem is for people who are working.
The uninsured, that 45 million people,
they are almost all people that are
working.

Again I say, I have been as strong an
advocate as the gentlewoman of ex-
panding some of these Federal pro-
grams to the uninsured, as most of the
Democrats have. We initiated the CHIP
program for kids, which basically gives
money to the States so that they can
insure children, and we have advocated
as Democrats that we would like to see
CHIP expanded to the parents so that
the parents who are working do not
just enroll their kids but can enroll
themselves. Again, we have had the Re-
publican leadership and the President,
I would not say oppose it completely,
but certainly not been supportive.
They have granted waivers to certain
States in a minimal way to do it, but
most States do not have waivers. What
we really need is a program that covers
everybody who is eligible for the CHIP
program, be they a parent or even a
single person. I do not think they
should have to be a parent either. I
think even a single person who is in
that situation.

Again, I do not advocate that because
I think that the government should
run health care or because I want a
government program to provide insur-
ance, but simply because the employers
cannot do it anymore. That is why we
have had this shift to so many people
who do not have health insurance.

I agree with the gentlewoman that
the drug companies, to the extent that
they are making these big profits, they
are contributing to the inability of em-
ployers to pay for health insurance or
to make a significant enough contribu-
tion to make it so that employees can
take advantage of it.

Mrs. THURMAN. That is what we are
hearing at home. It really is kind of
sad.

I think maybe we should jump over
just to one other issue quickly because
I think we might even have an oppor-
tunity either this week or next week to
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look at something also that has been
on a lot of people’s minds and that is
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, another
issue that has been around since about
1999, 1998, that quite frankly passed
this House in a present form that we
could take up today, pass it and move
it over to the Senate with a very simi-
lar piece of legislation and we could be
putting the Patients’ Bill of Rights on
the President’s desk. However, once
again, and I heard some stuff today
that I need to check out, but some of
the things that are going to be stuck in
this, like maybe some MSA stuff and
some other areas that are going to
make it kind of bog down again. This is
such a critical issue in so many ways.

One of the stories that I always tell
and actually came from one of the edi-
tors of my newspapers who said, tell
me about the Patients’ Bill of Rights.
We said, well, this would give the op-
portunity for children to go to their pe-
diatricians and women to go to their
obstetricians and all of these abilities
for us to have a little bit of choice in
our programs and who the doctor
might be. But I think the underlying
issue is somebody taking the responsi-
bility of a mistake being made, because
quite frankly when you have to take
responsibility, less mistakes are made.
I honestly believe that that is what
this issue is really all about.

One of my editors was telling me
about a young woman that his daugh-
ter was going to school with. What
happened was she went in for a breast
exam, had a lump, and the doctor
asked to have a mammogram done.
They said, no, that she is too young,
that she is not going to have breast
cancer and on and on. The doctor said,
no, you need to do this.

They did not get it. Six months later
she went back, the same thing, did not
get it. Finally she came home for
Thanksgiving or something, her par-
ents said, we really need to get you to
this doctor. They went, they did a
check on it and in fact it was can-
cerous. It was my understanding that
she may not live because of this. That
was someone’s responsibility. The doc-
tor made the decision and somebody
denied that care.

Now, what really strikes me, though,
is if the doctors do that under liability
as we know today, they would have to
be held accountable and in many cases
they become the ones who are held ac-
countable for a decision that they
made to have it done but somebody
else told them no.

Mr. PALLONE. Because they were
told that if they have so many tests or
if they have too many costs, then they
are going to not be part of the plan and
they will not be able to practice medi-
cine essentially. It is very sad.

Mrs. THURMAN. Hopefully we will
have a good, clean bill and a good,
clean debate on this floor.

Mr. PALLONE. I wanted to point out,
and the gentlewoman said it earlier on,
but I want to reiterate it, and again I
am being very partisan, but I have been
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very frustrated because if there was
one health care issue that during the
course of the presidential campaign the
current President, then candidate
George W. Bush, said was that he want-
ed to pass a Patients’ Bill of Rights
and even mentioned how in the State
of Texas that they had a Patients’ Bill
of Rights. He forgot to mention that he
did not sign it and he let it become
law, but we will forget about that for
the time being. The bottom line is that
the first thing that many of us did who
supported a Patients’ Bill of Rights,
the first day we were here in session in
January, on a bipartisan basis, there
were just as many Republicans as
Democrats, put in the bipartisan Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, exactly the same
as the Texas law, and said, ‘‘Okay, here
is the bill. Let’s get it going. Let’s get
it signed.”

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL) took the lead on the Demo-
cratic side, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. GANSKE) on the Republican side. I
guess I am not supposed to mention the
other body, but I will say it was bipar-
tisan in the other body as well. Six
months have passed almost and what
has happened? Nothing. I understand
that the other body is going to take
this up because of the change in the
party, Democrats are now in control in
the other body and they supposedly are
going to take this up, but we should
not have to wait for a party change for
that to happen.

And what is wrong with doing it here
in the House of Representatives? As
you said, this bill, the Ganske-Dingell
bill, is almost exactly the same as
what passed overwhelmingly here in
the last session with almost every
Democrat and I think about a third of
the Republicans, and the President now
says, “Well, I don’t like it too much. I
may want to change which court you
sue in.” He has got a couple of things.
In my opinion, they are relatively
minor. I honestly believe that if you
took the proponents of the two parties
on this issue and you sat them down in
the well here tonight, they would be
able to iron out their differences in an
hour and we could bring the bill up to-
morrow. The President is really drag-
ging his feet on this and the Repub-
lican leadership is dragging their feet
because they do not want it to be
brought up because they know if it
does as last year, it will be passed over-
whelmingly.

I hear, though, that there is a move-
ment on, and I will not get into too
many details but some of the Repub-
licans on the Committee on Ways and
Means, the gentlewoman’s committee,
to try to come up with an alternative
bill that is a lot weaker, that actually
does not cover everybody, covers a
smaller group, not everybody or does
not even provide some of the basic pro-
tections. I would hate to see any water-
ing down in that respect, because we
clearly have a majority here that
wants a strong, real Patients’ Bill of
Rights. We need to keep everybody’s
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feet to the fire and say, ‘“That’s a bill
that’s going to get out of here.”

Mrs. THURMAN. We talked about
this a couple of weeks ago. I actually
went back and looked at the vote. The
vote was overwhelming. Not only on
top of the vote being overwhelmingly
bipartisan, also instructions to the
conferees, because remembering that
the House passed it, the Senate passed
it, it was in conference, but it was
never allowed to get out. The President
at that time, Mr. Clinton, was ready to
sign the bill. They could never come to
agreement. It was all over this issue of
responsibility, which I find extremely
interesting because any other mention
of any other issue, they keep telling
that we need to take personal responsi-
bility. Why would you not expect an
HMO to take personal responsibility
for decisions they make any different
than you would ask an individual to
take personal responsibility?

So here it is, 2001, potentially we will
have this opportunity. I would hope
that our colleagues who supported the
Dingell-Ganske-Norwood bill would be
in favor of also getting this done in a
prompt time and let us get it to the
President and then he can make the de-
cision as to what he wants to do. I am
not trying to do that, I am just trying
to make sure that in fact the people
that we represent are given the options
that they have been asking for since
1998. Because, quite frankly, we have
done a lot of other things for the hos-
pitals, we have done it for managed
care in this last go-around, we have
worked on some of the issues, the
money issues, we have tried to be fair
and balanced in all of the kind of rev-
enue bills we have done, the appropria-
tions, the revenue bills we have done
over the last couple of years when
money was cut out of Medicare, to kind
of pump that back up. They all got
some of it. Now we are just saying,
“Okay, let’s be responsible and let’s do
the right thing for the people.”

Mr. PALLONE. I will be honest with
the gentlewoman, I am totally con-
vinced that anything that comes to the
floor somehow procedurally, the major-
ity’s will will prevail and we will be
able to get a good bill. Even if the Re-
publican leadership comes with a bad
bill to the floor, we will do amend-
ments, we will do substitutes, we will
do whatever and we will be able to
overcome it and come up with a good
bill. T am just afraid we never see it.
That I think is again the special inter-
est, the health insurance industry,
which unfortunately does not want to
see the changes that this bill does. Ba-
sically what the bill does, if you want
to sum it up in maybe one or two sen-
tences, is it says that decisions about
what kind of medical care you are
going to get, what is medically nec-
essary, are made not by the insurance
company but by the physician and the
patient. They do not want that. The
second thing is that if you are denied,
as you mentioned, that you have a le-
gitimate way to express your griev-
ance, either through an independent,
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outside board or to go to court, and
they do not want that, either. Natu-
rally the insurance companies are
going to oppose this and they are going
to try to do whatever they can to pre-
vent it from coming up here in a fash-
ion that we really can vote as a major-
ity for what we think is good for the
country. But we will just keep speak-
ing out as we have until we see some-
thing come forward that we know is
good for the American people.

Mrs. THURMAN. I have enjoyed this.
I hope some people have been listening.
We certainly would love to hear their
comments or their stories or issues
that make a difference in people’s
lives, because I think it is important
that we hear from the real people out
there that have to deal under the laws
that we either pass or do not pass in
some cases.

Mr. PALLONE. I agree. I want to
thank the gentlewoman for being here
tonight as she has so many times. I
think all we are really trying to do is
what is right for the average American.
These health care issues are really cry-
ing out for a solution. It is not pie in
the sky, it is real, day-to-day lives that
people are living and it impacts on
their lives.

ADMINISTRATION’S ENERGY POL-
ICY TO BENEFIT THE ENVIRON-
MENT AND AGRICULTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRrucci). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I am
joined tonight by some of my col-
leagues, and we are going to talk about
what I think is a very happy thing that
happened today. It is a happy coinci-
dence where good policy comes to-
gether, when we are talking about en-
ergy policy, we are talking about envi-
ronmental policy, and ultimately also
talking about what is good for Amer-
ican agriculture. All three of those
things came together today when the
White House announced that they are
not going to give California a waiver of
the clean air standards in terms of
oxygenated fuel.

We have got a number of experts who
are going to talk tonight. I know some
of my colleagues have other things
that they need to be at and so I want
to first of all recognize the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS), who has
been really one of the stalwart fighters
in the battle for oxygenated fuels, for
biofuels, for making certain that wher-
ever possible we grow the energy that
we need here in the United States. I
want to welcome him to the special
order tonight. I know he has got some-
where else that he needs to be tonight.
I thank the gentleman for joining us.

O 2000

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
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GUTKNECHT). We have folks from Min-
nesota, Nebraska, Iowa, and I am from
Illinois. It is a great day.

I will take kind of a different twist
because many of the Members who will
come up to speak will be from their po-
sition on the Committee on Agri-
culture or the Committee on Appro-
priations, and other committees that
have an important role. I serve on the
Committee on Commerce, and from
that vantage point I have had an excit-
ing time dealing with biofuels issues
across this Nation, not only ethanol
but also biodiesel.

The decision rendered by the EPA
today on the California waiver request
was a major victory for a couple of rea-
sons. One, it is just a simple great vic-
tory for clean air. The Clean Air Act
that was enacted into law in 1992 has
had a significant impact on cleaning
our air throughout this country. The
greatest benefit is that 2 percent oxy-
gen requirement that in essence just
helps the fuel burn with more intensity
and by burning with more intensity it
then burns out the impurities. So we
have some benefits.

We have a reduction in carbon mon-
oxide at the tailpipe. We also have, in
essence, a reduction in carbon dioxide
because ethanol and the 2 percent qual-
ity is replacing petroleum-based fossil
fuels, which is decreasing the carbon
dioxide. So we are having tremendous
benefits.

Let us talk about it from just the
overall energy issue. We have and still
have an increased reliance on foreign
imported oil. It is very critical to our
national strategic energy policy to
make sure that we have the ability in-
ternally to produce the fuels that we
need to create the energy sources to
help development in all aspects, and
also to have the fuel resources we need
to go to war. If we continue to rely
solely on one fuel type, petroleum-
based fuels, and not explore renewable
fuels, then we put ourselves at a dis-
advantage.

What this California waiver decision
does is it establishes for the capital
markets and for all the co-ops and all
the producers who have been anxiously
awaiting some certainty that ethanol
is going to have a role in our national
energy policy, that there will be some
certainty in their investments.

California is a tremendous market, a
market that has been primarily filled,
the oxygen portion, by MTBE. MTBE
has been known to pollute ground-
waters and is now becoming the addi-
tive persona non grata. No one wants
to use it. Ethanol creates a win/win for
us because it helps us keep the clean
air standards that were passed that
have been so successful while ensuring
that we have clean water since ethanol
does not pollute the groundwater.

This will also translate into an in-
creased demand for our producers, cer-
tainty to the markets for the capital
investments and as I have talked to a
lot of my producers and the folks in
the agricultural industry, the most im-
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portant thing that this administration
could have done was to deny the Cali-
fornia waiver, keep the clean air and
push for the continued use of the oxy-
genation standard and that oxygen-
ation standard being the use of eth-
anol. It is a tremendous victory. I ap-
plaud the administration on keeping a
proper balance with clean air and clean
water and also putting a hand out to
our family farmers who have for many,
many years invested in a product that
they know can meet the demands of
the future and have cleaner air.

This sends a strong signal to the ag-
ricultural sector that ethanol is here
to stay and now we can use this victory
to leverage an increasing biofuel usage
across the board, maybe a renewable
standard, also working in the biodiesel
aspect with the soy, soy diesel aspects
that I have worked through in other
legislation.

I wanted to make sure that I had an
opportunity to come on the floor to re-
emphasize the importance of what the
administration has done today, and I
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) for arranging this
special order and yielding me the time.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Well, I thank the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS)
for his remarks. He has been afire on
this issue in terms of biofuels, and we
worked with the gentleman on not only
this but ultimately moving forward
with biodiesel, a product that can be
made with a blend of diesel fuel and
soybean o0il or other oils. Soybeans
seem to work the best. These are ways
that we can help solve our energy prob-
lems by growing more of that energy
supply.

I want to just come back to one point
that the gentleman made about
MTBEs. Now, we know that MTBEs
cause cancer. We also know that it
leaches into the groundwater. The rea-
son that ethanol is such a great prod-
uct in terms of replacing it really is
twofold. First of all, we know that eth-
anol is harmless to people. As a matter
of fact, if one puts it in an oak barrel
for 7 years, many people enjoy it in the
form of bourbon, a modified version of
whiskey. So it is something that actu-
ally can be consumed by human beings,
and it is consumed by human beings.

More importantly, it is actually
cheaper than the MTBE. Let me just
share some numbers that because eth-
anol contains twice as much oxygen as
MTBE, one only needs to blend half as
much; in other words, 5.7 percent eth-
anol by volume compared to 11 percent
MTBE. If one weighs out the economics
of it, this decision will allow California
to replace 18 cents worth of MTBE with
only 7 cents worth of ethanol. In other
words, consumers in California will ac-
tually save 11 cents a gallon because of
this decision.

It is good for the environment. It is
good for our energy independence. It is
good for the farmer, but ultimately it
is going to be good for the consumer as
well.
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So I want to thank the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) for his re-
marks. I appreciate him stopping by. I
know he has a busy schedule.

I also have another good friend and
colleague from the State of Nebraska
who has been working on this issue for
a very long time as well, the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER). I want
to welcome him to this special order
and yield to him.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my distinguished colleague from
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) and com-
mend him for taking the important ini-
tiative on this important subject to-
night and am pleased to be here with
my colleagues from Illinois, Nebraska
and Iowa.

We have had some discussion about
the problems brought on by MTBEs
and I am glad the gentleman brought
that to the forefront with his col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SHIMKUS).

I would begin by strongly com-
mending President Bush for his deci-
sion to deny California’s request for a
waiver of the reformulated gasoline,
the RFG oxygenation requirement. I
think this is a huge victory for the
American farmers and it is a huge vic-
tory for our environment. One of the
problems, of course, with the additives
used in California and in other States,
the MTBE, is that we know now it
causes cancer. It is highly soluble in
water. It does not biodegrade. Indeed,
the problem of MTBE, of course, is not
limited to California. It is estimated
that about 21 percent of the drinking
water wells in RFG areas are contami-
nated nationwide, and the proper solu-
tion to California’s problem is to
switch to using ethanol to meet the
Federal oxygen standards.

Now, the impact, of course, on agri-
culture is particularly important. We
will be the first to admit that because
we have low commodity prices. Using
my State as an example, Nebraska pro-
duces about 20 percent of our country’s
ethanol. The State estimates that its
seven ethanol plants would have gen-
erated $1 billion in investment and
1,300 jobs. So the decision by President
Bush on the California request creates
outstanding expansion opportunities
for our State just as it does for other
ethanol-producing areas of the coun-
try.

Our governor is Mike Johanns. He is
currently the Chairman of the National
Governors Association Ethanol Coali-
tion. We are proud of the leadership
that he and other governors are bring-
ing to this issue.

Their estimate, the coalition’s esti-
mate, is that the ethanol industry has
the capacity of doubling in size by 2004
and tripling by 2010 without disruption
in supply or increasing consumer
prices.

I want to quote also an analysis re-
leased earlier this year by the re-
nowned economist John M. Urbanchuk.
He is Executive Vice President of AUS
Consultants. He found that greater eth-
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anol use has positive implications for
our Nation’s economy. The study found
that quadrupling the use of ethanol
over the next 15 years would save
American consumers $57.5 million in
1996 dollars, so it would be more today.
This is the equivalent of nearly $540 per
household in the U.S.

In the process, more than 156,000 new
jobs would be created throughout the
economy by 2015.

The Department of Energy’s Energy
Information Agency now projects a fig-
ure of imported oil, 60 percent now,
would grow to 70 percent unless we
take some changes. HEthanol deserves
to be a part of a national energy policy
and we have just seen a step forward
with the President’s decision, and we
are ready to meet the challenges.

So I thank my colleague for yielding
me this time and I look forward to
hearing what the rest of my colleagues
have to say and perhaps engaging fur-
ther with my colleagues, but I thank
the gentleman for the initiative.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. We are more than
delighted to share the time. I would
like to just come back to a chart here
that my staff has put together that I
think tells a very important story, and
a lot of consumers just in the last sev-
eral months have begun to wake up to
the reality that we have not had a very
coordinated energy policy in this coun-
try for the last 10 years. It really is
time that we have one.

As the gentleman indicated, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER),
according to the numbers we have from
the United States Department of En-
ergy, the U.S. imported more than 8.9
million barrels of crude oil per day in
the year 2000. That represents over 60
percent of our domestic crude oil de-
mand. Now that is a scary number, but
it gets worse. We are currently import-
ing in excess of 613,000 barrels a day
from Iraq.

Now in case it has been forgotten,
Iraq is the place where Saddam Hussein
calls home. We are importing over
600,000 barrels a day every day from
Saddam Hussein. At $25 a barrel, that
is a lot of money. Supposedly that
money is now being used for food and
medical supplies, humanitarian con-
cerns, but the truth of the matter, of
course, is we cannot know exactly how
Saddam Hussein spends that money.

The California waiver decision de-
creases our dependence on foreign oil
and increases demand for clean-burn-
ing, domestically-produced ethanol. It
is a great decision and, again, in the
words of the old spiritual, oh, happy
day.

Now I am delighted to have with us
as well tonight a good friend that came
to the Congress the same year that I
did. In fact, his district adjoins mine
for a few miles on the southern border,
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LATHAM).

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT) for having this special
order this evening on a very, very im-
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portant issue, I think, for the whole
country. This announcement today
really shows the concern and the com-
mitment that this administration has
and we all have for our environment.
The fact of the matter is, this shows
that one does not have to sacrifice
clean air to have clean water.

The gentleman brought up earlier a
discussion on MTBE. We all know that
this is a pollutant that has affected our
groundwater. Even in Iowa where it has
not been used there are traces of MTBE
in our water, because it is coming from
other States and in the aquifer. This is
a very, very important issue for every-
one who believes, like we all do, that
one has to have clean water.

The environment is very, very impor-
tant. The question today that was an-
swered was, does one have to sacrifice
clean air in order to get clean water?
Well, the fact of the matter is, one does
not. The proof is here today that one
can both get rid of MTBE, clean up our
water supply, make it safe for our chil-
dren, for our families, and also have
clean air. With ethanol, we are able to
provide the oxygenate that is needed
for the fuels. In California, MTBEs will
be banned, I believe, by 2003.

0 2015

They are going to have to have a re-
placement. I can tell you, in Iowa we
are going to do our part. In particular,
just in my congressional district, we
currently have five ethanol plants
under construction in the planning
stage, and are going to be online very,
very quickly.

The great part of this is, and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota knows this
very well, but these are farmer-owned
cooperatives, farmer-owned investment
groups. This is not some big corpora-
tion out here that is going to profit
from this. When we talk about value-
added products, this is what it is all
about.

We believe in investment; we believe
in adding value to our products that we
produce in such abundance, especially
in corn, in our part of the country. We
will utilize this great crop that we
have in a very, very positive and pro-
ductive way.

In addition to the five plants that are
coming online in my congressional dis-
trict, we also have at least another five
coming online statewide in Iowa to go
along with these seven plants that cur-
rently are in operation. I know that
the gentleman from Minnesota knows
very well what this is going to do for
the economy as far as adding value to
our corn crop. This, I think, combined
with biomass, soy diesel, wind energy,
and the President’s energy proposal, I
think, is right-on as far as what he is
talking about with alternative energy
sources. When we talk about ethanol,
soy diesel, and wind energy, we have
the largest wind energy farm in the en-
tire country in my congressional dis-
trict also.

But it is so important that we utilize
our resources here, renewable re-
sources, to solve this energy crisis that
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we are in, and to cut down our depend-
ence, like the gentleman talked about,
on foreign oil. I remember very well
back in 1973 waiting in line to buy gas-
oline, if you could buy any at all. Many
times the stations were closed. They
were simply out of gasoline. At that
time, if I remember correctly, we were
about 35 percent dependent on foreign
oil. Today we are over 60 percent de-
pendent on foreign oil. The problem
has gotten only worse, and it has gone
on for decades now; but we have not
had really an energy policy in place to
address this problem.

So I think today is a very, very sig-
nificant step in the right direction:
good for the environment, good for re-
ducing our dependency on foreign oil,
good for value-added agriculture and
for people really pulling together in
rural America for a cause and to help
themselves. This is extremely positive.

Mr. Speaker, one last thing. I think
it is so important, and last year we
went through a real difficult, very,
very close campaign. One of the major
issues in that campaign was restoring
honesty, integrity, in the Oval Office,
having people there who will honestly
keep their word.

When our President today was a can-
didate in Iowa, he came to Iowa, and he
said, yes, I support ethanol; I support
Iowa farmers. I believe they can help
themselves and increase their way of
life and improve their families’ lives,
and we will work for you.

I had the honor to be the with the
President last Friday in Waukee and
heard the President then reiterate his
support for ethanol and support for
family farmers; and, as the gentleman
well knows, with the tax bill that he
signed last Thursday, it is going to be
a giant step forward for people to be
able to keep the family farm, to reduce
the tax burden on people who work and
pay taxes, and families, helping them
all the way through.

But the thing of it is, many people
were cynical. Some of the people who
supported the President in the cam-
paign would come up to me and say,
Well, he says he is for ethanol, but he
is from Texas. You know, the big oil
companies down there, they have a lot
of influence. You know how many
votes there are in California. Well, is
he really with us?

All T ever said was just watch; that I
believe that there is a person with
great integrity, with real honor, who is
running for the Presidency.

I think this shows to all Americans
that you do not just have to go out and
make campaign promises and not keep
your word. It is very important I think
in this day of very cynical politics in
our system, with people being filled
with doubt in our leaders, that we fi-
nally have someone who actually has
done what he said he was going to do,
and a phrase that is very familiar
around here, the idea of promises made
and promises kept.

I am just extraordinarily proud of
our President, proud of this adminis-
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tration; and I am so happy for rural
America, for Iowa, for all farmers who
really want to derive a livelihood from
the marketplace with value-added
products. This is a great day for all of
us.

I thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota for yielding.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen-
tleman very much. I think the gen-
tleman said it exactly right. This is a
person who says what he means, means
what he says, and is doing exactly what
he said he was going to do, on virtually
every front, whether it was education
policy, tax policy, the budget, right
down the line, from the day that this
President took the oath of office, when
he put his hand on that Bible and he
swore to uphold the Constitution.

He went on to say that he wanted to
restore dignity to that office, and part
of it is doing what you said you were
going to do. This decision today, I
think while it surprises some people
here in Washington, the cynics, the
critics here in Washington, it really
does not surprise me, because it was
the right thing to do. It is right for the
environment, it is right for energy pol-
icy, it ultimately is the right thing in
terms of agriculture.

I wanted to come back to a couple of
quick points before I yield time to an-
other new member of the Committee
on Agriculture from the great State of
Nebraska. I want to come back to this
chart and just point out a couple
things to my colleagues.

This is how the increased demand for
ethanol is really going to benefit our
farmers. I want to talk a little bit
about why corn is so important in this
equation.

First of all, ethanol demand as we
begin to phase out MTBE and replace it
with the oxygenate we call ethanol,
ethanol demand in California is ex-
pected to top 580 million gallons annu-
ally. Now, that will utilize, if you
produce all of that ethanol with corn,
and, incidentally, you can produce eth-
anol with other agriculture products, I
want to make that clear. But I am
going to come back to why corn is so
important. That would utilize 230 mil-
lion bushels of corn each year, which
ultimately would boost corn prices by
anywhere from 10 to 15 cents per bush-
el. Let me tell you, representing a farm
district, 10 to 15 cents per bushel is
really the difference for many of our
producers between profit and loss. That
is a very, very significant number.

But even more significant is that it
could add as much as $1 billion annu-
ally to the value of American farmers’
corn crops or other crops, because if we
are using this corn crop to produce eth-
anol, it means that other row crops can
be used for other purposes. So on a net-
net basis, this ultimately will benefit
all kinds of farmers.

Let me come back to why corn. When
we talk about the plants that are the
very high-tech plants today producing
ethanol, they do not just produce eth-
anol. One of the great what used to be
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a by-product but is now a very impor-
tant product that comes out of the eth-
anol process is you end up with a very
high-quality protein feed.

So there are a lot of things about
these processing plants. It is not just
about producing ethanol. As my col-
league from Iowa pointed out, it is
about value added. We are adding value
in several ways to this corn crop, and
more and more of the production facili-
ties are farmer-owned. This is a way
that they can recover more of that
downstream profit.

I want to now recognize one of our
new members of the Committee on Ag-
riculture, who certainly needs no intro-
duction to anybody in the State of Ne-
braska or anyone who has followed col-
lege football over the years. The gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE)
has quickly become a leader in the
Committee on Agriculture, not only on
the issue of ethanol, but on the whole
issue of value-added agriculture and
the importance of us at the Federal
level doing all that we can to improve
markets and find additional markets
for those things which we can grow and
produce here in abundance in the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
OSBORNE).

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota, and I certainly appreciate the
comments of my colleagues from Iowa,
Nebraska, and others who are going to
speak after me.

I guess I would like to add my com-
ments of appreciation for what the ad-
ministration has done. We have heard
for a number of weeks that the answer
had not been official, but we were
going to like what we heard, so I would
reiterate what the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) said, that we be-
lieved all along that the President was
a man of his word, and so we are glad
this has happened.

The problem has been that we cur-
rently have roughly 62 production
plants for ethanol in the United States,
and we probably have somewhere near
that number in various stages of pro-
duction. Of course, the thing that has
held these people up has been concern,
what is going to happen about the
waiver in California. If the waiver had
been granted, then the demand for eth-
anol would not have been increased, it
would have been reduced.

So those people who are sitting on
the sidelines and were worried about
investment now are free to go forward,
and I think we will see an immediate
benefit. We will see a great jump in the
production of ethanol in the next year
or 2 years. This is important. It has
been important for the Nation and im-
portant for the Midwest.

I would just like to mention three
areas where I think this will have far-
reaching consequences.

First of all, as has been mentioned
earlier, it reduces our dependence on
foreign oil. This is a big issue, because
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today roughly 56 percent of our petro-
leum is imported from OPEC; and as
has been pointed out previously, OPEC
is not necessarily terribly friendly to
the United States. If at any time they
decide to double the price or simply
turn off the spigot, our Nation would
grind to a halt within a matter of
months. So dependence on foreign oil is
a big issue.

As the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LATHAM) mentioned, the earlier crises
in the petroleum industry in the late
70s and 80s, where we had long lines of
automobiles lined up for gasoline, at
that time we imported 30 percent of
our oil from OPEC, and today that
number is double. So we are more at
crisis today than we were even at that
time.

Of course, there was a great deal of
concern about OPEC in those years.
Two-thirds of the world’s known oil re-
serves are located in the Persian Gulf
at the present time; and by the year
2010, many analysts believe that more
than 75 percent of the world’s petro-
leum will be met by Middle Eastern
countries. So we are going to become
more dependent, instead of less, if we
stay on the current track we are on.

In 1998, a poll showed that 83 percent
of American voters feared that the
United States is extremely vulnerable
to OPEC. Of course, if you took that
poll today, I am sure that number
would be much higher than 83 percent.

Currently, I think there is one thing
that many people may not realize, but
every vehicle marketed in the United
States today can run on ethanol
blends. Many people feel, well, you
have to have a special automobile.
That is not true. Every automobile can
run on a 10 percent blend. We have
many automobiles that run on 85 per-
cent blends. So if you think about the
possibilities, we can certainly lessen
our dependence on OPEC greatly as we
increase the percentages. So this is a
very important development.

The second area that I think is very
important as far as this ruling is con-
cerned, as has been mentioned earlier,
ethanol and biodiesel are of great ben-
efit to the environment. It reduces
greenhouse gases, global warming, acid
rain, ozone depletion; and of course,
many of us have been somewhat skep-
tical about global warming, but a re-
cent study that the administration has
ordered indicates that apparently there
is something to this. It is something
that needs to be addressed seriously,
and of course, ethanol and biodiesel are
important elements of this equation.

Currently, ethanol contains 35 per-
cent oxygen by weight; and of course,
that enhances the combustion of gaso-
line, resulting in a more efficient burn
and greatly reduced exhaust emissions.
Some people have said it reduces ex-
haust emissions by as much as 30 to 35
percent. This is a huge factor, and this
is why ethanol and MTBE both are re-
quired in many of our major cities. Of
course, we know that MTBE has been a
problem.
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Ethanol has nearly twice the oxygen
content of MTBE, and can provide
greater emission reduction on a per
gallon basis than MTBE.

As has been mentioned earlier, MTBE
has been proven to have some health
consequences and cancer risks. It does
pollute the ground water. It is being
phased out in a great many of our
States, and we think others will follow.
Ethanol is not only better for the envi-
ronment, it is more cost-effective, and
is certainly a superior fuel.

Then lastly we might mention, in re-
gard to environmental issues, that eth-
anol can replace the most toxic parts
of gasoline with a fuel that quickly
biodegrades in water, reducing the
threat that gasoline poses to water-
ways and ground water. Anyone who
has been involved with a brownfield or
Superfund problem realizes the threat
that petroleum poses to ground water.
It has been proven that at the present
time ethanol is not a threat, and it is
soluble in water, so it is one product
that can be used in petroleum that is
not a hazard. So environmentally, we
see that there are a great many bene-
fits.

Lastly, I would mention that there is
a serious economic benefit to the Na-
tion, and particularly to the farm econ-
omy. All of us who are on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture are very aware
of the fact that most of our people will
tell us, we do not want any more gov-
ernment payments, we just want a fair
price. We want profitability in agri-
culture.

So most of us, I think, as we have
studied the problem, have come to be-
lieve and to understand that the key to
profit in agriculture is value-added ag-
riculture. It lies in cooperatives, where
the farmer participates in the whole
process from the beginning to the end.
So this is an opportunity for the Na-
tion and certainly for our farmers to
reap some of the economic benefits of
this product.

Currently, ethanol represents a mar-
ket for over 600 million bushels of corn
each year. This adds $4.5 billion in farm
revenue annually. The USDA, as men-
tioned earlier, estimates that this adds
about 15 cents to the price of a bushel
of corn. When corn is selling at $1.60,
that 15 cents is a huge issue for a great
many of our farmers.

Currently, more than 1.5 billion gal-
lons of ethanol are added to gasoline in
the U.S. each year, and it is estimated
on our current track with this ruling
that by 2004, that will go to 3.2 billion.
It will more than double. Of course,
this will pretty much eat up any sur-
plus that we have in corn and milo, and
that could probably be in soybeans, as
well. This has been one of the factors,
of course, that has led to a lower price,
so we think this has some great oppor-
tunities in this regard.

Then we might also mention some
statistics put out by the Midwestern
Governors Conference. They say that
ethanol will boost total employment
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by 195,000 jobs. That is a huge increase
in employment, particularly in the ag-
riculture economy. It adds over $450
million to State tax receipts, and im-
proves the U.S. trade balance by $2 bil-
lion.

Of course, all of us have been suf-
fering and realize our Nation is suf-
fering from a negative trade balance.
This is something that reverses that
trend by $2 billion, and it results in a
net savings in the Federal budget to
$3.6 billion. Of course, that involves all
taxpayers, not just people in the farm-
land, but all taxpayers everywhere.

Lastly, let me just mention a couple
of other things. As most people know,
we have been talking about ethanol, we
have been talking about biodiesel, but
it is not just that. In the production of
ethanol we have by-products, so we
have feed, which is very high protein,
very nutritious, and of course that
adds value to our cattle, and has been
a huge benefit to the livestock indus-
try.

Also we have wet milling plants that,
from the by-products of making eth-
anol, are able to produce clothing, in
some cases; Dplastics, biodegradable
plastics, and other products. So we see
great potential in terms of side effects,
side products. We think this is going to
be very important.

So we greatly appreciate the decision
by the administration, and that is why
all of us are over here tonight voicing
our pleasure, our approval. We think it
is a win-win situation for the American
people, the farmers, the environ-
mentalists, and everyone involved.

So I appreciate the gentleman orga-
nizing this special order.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Nebraska
for his contributions, not only to this
discussion, but the whole debate about
value-added agriculture and how eth-
anol and biodiesel can certainly be part
of the solution. They are not part of
the problem.

We are also joined tonight by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. JOHNSON).
He, like I, spent considerable time in
the State legislature. He is a freshman
Member of the Congress and a fresh-
man member of the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

He represents the Champaign-Urbana
area of the State of Illinois, which of
course is the home of the University of
Illinois, one of the great research insti-
tutions, particularly from a land grant
institution perspective. If there is a
bigger fan of the Illini, I have yet to
meet them. So we welcome him, and I
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. JOHNSON).

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my distinguished colleague
and senior, mentor, from the State of
Minnesota, for this colloquy, and for
the opportunity for us to address a
critical and serious issue in a very
positive vein.

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight in strong
support of the Bush administration’s
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decision today to deny California’s re-
quest for a waiver from the reformu-
lated gasoline oxygen requirement.
Americans should not have to choose
between clean air and clean water. To-
day’s announcement ensures that the
citizens of California do not have to
make that decision.

This is also a victory for our Nation’s
corn producers. My home State of Illi-
nois is the number one producer of
corn-based ethanol. At a time when
farmers are facing, at the very least,
difficult economic conditions, today’s
actions will be a much needed shot in
the arm.

This decision will add more than $1
billion to the depressed farm economy.
Ethanol is renewable, it is nontoxic,
and it is domestically produced. This
means jobs for American workers.

California has wisely chosen to elimi-
nate MTBE from its gasoline supplies,
and as my State has done recently
through an initiative by State Rep-
resentative Bill Mitchell and State
Senator Dwayne Nolan, we have acted
likewise at a State level to ban that
substance.

I have joined with my distinguished
colleagues here and other Members of
the House and Senate to introduce
similar legislation. We hope for its pas-
sage at the Federal level.

The California elimination rep-
resents 11 percent of California’s fuel
supply. Without the addition of eth-
anol, gas prices would rise dramati-
cally. By denying the waiver and main-
taining the oxygenate standard, the
lost volume will be replaced with eth-
anol, which is less expensive than
MTBE. Ethanol contains twice the oxy-
gen as MTBE, so blenders will need
only half as much ethanol by volume.
In fact, the decision will allow ethanol
to replace MTBE at half the cost to
consumers.

Ethanol currently has 20 percent of
the oxygenate requirement market in
California. Most if not all petroleum
companies in California have experi-
enced using ethanol in Phoenix, Las
Vegas, Tucson, and Seattle-Portland.
The ethanol market is poised to expand
to meet the needs of the California
market.

In conclusion, again, I thank the gen-
tleman for this opportunity, and I ap-
plaud in the strongest possible terms
the Bush administration for its wise,
forthright decision to provide both
clean air and clean water to the citi-
zens of California, and for opening up a
new market for Illinois and Midwest-
grown ethanol around the country.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois, and again, I
thank him for his work on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, not only in
terms of ethanol and biodiesel, but in
terms of value-added agriculture, be-
cause, as we said earlier in the discus-
sion tonight, what most of our farmers
want is not a bigger check from the
Federal government. What they want
is an opportunity and more markets so
they can earn a decent living from the
market itself.
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By opening up new markets like the
ethanol market and making certain
that it is available to American farm
producers in the State of California, we
really have opened a whole new chapter
in terms of value-added agriculture,
and again, it is a win-win situation.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to intro-
duce tonight a new colleague of mine,
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
KENNEDY). The gentleman came to us
from the private sector and had never
served in public office before. He joined
me on the Committee on Agriculture.

I think the first meeting that I ever
had with the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY) when he was a
candidate, he said, what we have to do
is find more markets. He came from a
marketing background in business and
understands that ultimately, if we are
going to increase prices for farm com-
modities, we have to find additional
markets.

He quickly came to understand how
important biofuels, including ethanol
and biodiesel, were. I am delighted to
yield to the gentleman from the Sec-
ond District of Minnesota (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), a new Member of the Congress
and a very important and valuable
member of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Minnesota for yielding to me. I am
happy to be here and working on the
Committee on Agriculture.

I want to applaud the decision that
the EPA and the administration has
made to stand up for rural America and
for our environment and for rural com-
munities.

This is a decision that is very impor-
tant to me. I have spoken quite a bit
on this. The gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) and I wrote the Presi-
dent a letter earlier in the year encour-
aging him to make this decision, as we
had written President Clinton before
him.

When I was at the White House for
lunch for the 100-day celebration, I had
an opportunity to say just one good
thing to President Bush, and that was
to encourage him to make the decision
we are making here today.

I have taken every opportunity I can,
whether it be talking to President
Bush’s staff or to the Secretary or to
other people in the administration, to
encourage this decision. That is why I
am so pleased.

I have gone around my district in
southwest Minnesota for the last sev-
eral weeks. I have had six agriculture
forums. I have collected over 250 letters
at those forums from our constituents
that have been addressed to President
Bush encouraging this decision, so
there has been a groundswell of support
for this decision. No one is more
pleased than I.

As the gentleman said, the reason is
because I do come from a business
background. In my business back-
ground, whenever I have been faced
with prices that are too low, my re-
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sponse has always been, how do we
grow demand? As I look around our
country, we all seem to be well-fed. We
are probably not going to eat a whole
lot more, so one of the best ways for us
to grow demand for our country, for
our country’s products in agriculture,
is to tap into the energy market. This
clearly does that.

If we look at that, one of the best
things this does is it grows our domes-
tic energy supply. Ethanol is both re-
newable and it is domestic. As we grap-
ple with how do we deal with the tight
energy supplies in this country, this is
something that is very important to
us.

It was interesting to me to read an
article in the Wall Street Journal sev-
eral weeks ago that talked about one of
the reasons why gasoline prices were
going up so high was because the alter-
native to ethanol, MTBE, which has
been found harmful to drinking water,
was made out of natural gas, and given
the shortage of natural gas, that was
driving up the price of our gasoline.

So this is ultimately going to help to
keep our gasoline prices lower and take
demand away from important re-
sources like natural gas that are im-
portant for heating our homes in the
upper Midwest, as well as providing our
fertilizer for corn that we get the eth-
anol from. So for many, many reasons,
this is a great thing. It is a win-win-
win-win situation.

It is a win for the supply of energy,
for one.

The second thing is in the environ-
ment. This is a great thing for the en-
vironment. Not only does it take
MTBE out of production, which has
been found to be harmful to the drink-
ing water, but it helps gas burn clean-
er.

We did not have to be paying atten-
tion that much in high school science
class to know that we cannot start a
fire without having oxygen, and if we
put a match inside a closed jar, sooner
or later it is going to run out. By in-
jecting oxygen into gasoline, which
ethanol does, it helps that gas burn
cleaner. It helps us deal with the air
pollution and global warming and all
those other things. So that is the sec-
ond major reason why this is a very,
very positive development for the envi-
ronment.

A third reason why it is positive is
because this creates jobs in our local
communities. We in Minnesota have 15
ethanol plants. Twelve of those are
farmer-owned and have about 9,000
farmer investors. Six of those are in
my district. I visited all of them sev-
eral times.

As the gentleman mentioned, they
have expanded recently, and I think
several of the other ones are consid-
ering expansion, plants in Winthrop
and in Bingham Lake, towns we have
never heard of, but towns where these
jobs that are brought into those com-
munities are very important. They are
growing quality jobs and they are
growing this production of ethanol to
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meet the increased demand that we see
from a decision such as this. So this is
very important to get jobs in the rural
communities and help those commu-
nities thrive.

Finally, it is important for how it in-
creases our demand for our products,
for our corn products and all of our
other agricultural products. The more
demand for corn there is, the better off
it is for all products.

I had a forum. At one of the forums,
they put up the price of corn, whether
it was $1.60 or whatever in a local area.
The farmer circled the 0 and said, ‘It
does not make any difference if this is
160 or 161. If you change the 6 to the 7,
it is something we talk about in the
coffee shops. But what we really need
to do is to change the number to the
left of the decimal point. That is what
we really need to do for agriculture to
make it thrive and succeed.”
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And for those that are one of these
87-50 ethanol farmer investors, the
amount of dividends that they have
gotten back with the high price of gas-
oline and the low price of corn has real-
ly added a digit to the left side of the
decimal point for the corn that they
have produced. These are the types of
opportunities.

The gentleman mentioned value-
added production. These are absolutely
critical and are putting capital dollars
back into our communities for them to
continue to invest in more value-added
production.

So whether you are talking adding to
our energy supply, improving the envi-
ronment, helping our local rural com-
munities have the quality jobs, or
growing the demand for our produc-
tions so that they can get better
prices, this is absolutely a very posi-
tive decision that will be one of the
short list of decisions that we say the
Bush administration has done great
things for rural America.

And I am just proud to be serving
under this President and very pleased
that we have this decision today, and I
thank the gentleman for the time and
thank the gentleman for his leadership
on this issue.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Well, I thank my
colleague, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY), because, as I
say, very quickly the gentleman has
picked up and made this one of his top
issues. It is important to the gentle-
man’s district. It is important to rural
development.

We talk about how can we create
more jobs and economic possibilities in
rural America? This clearly is one of
them. Ethanol is not the only answer.
We can do biodiesel. We can make plas-
tics, as was mentioned. One of the
great things about making ethanol
from corn is that you can have so
many other by-products from it.

We are learning how to make plastics
now. We are learning how to make
other products out of this, as well as
perhaps the best high-protein feed pos-
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sible for our cattle and hogs. I am not
an expert, but we are finding out that
if you take this feed product just at the
right time while there is still a little
bit of alcohol left in the product, that
it makes a terrific product to feed to
dairy cows. We are finding that you
can actually increase dairy production
with just exactly the right blend of
feed from these corn-processing plants.

Mr. Speaker, I want to mention
something else. And I hope the gen-
tleman will stick around so we can
have a little colloquy here that I think
is important, and I talked about this
chart. I want to come back to it again.

According to the United States De-
partment of Energy, in 2000, the United
States imported more than 8.9 million
barrels of crude oil every single day.
And the problem is that is getting
worse every single day. That represents
over 60 percent of our domestic crude
oil demand; what is worse, we are cur-
rently importing over 600,000 barrels of
oil from Saddam Hussein every day.

Now, if you multiply 600,000 times $25
a barrel, that gives him an enormous
amount of cash that he can use for
whatever purposes he really intends it
for. Now, we believe, and we have said
that that is, you know, for food and hu-
manitarian concerns, but some of us
wonder just how much of that actually
goes to benefit the citizens of Iraq and
how much is going to help him develop
even more sinister methods of declar-
ing war on his neighbors.

Finally, the California waiver deci-
sion decreases our dependency on for-
eign o0il and increases demand for
clean-burning, domestically produced
ethanol. Ethanol is not part of the
problem. It is part of the solution.

I want to talk, too, about corn itself
and what a tremendous reprocessor
corn is of CO2, carbon dioxide. We have
heard a lot recently about global
warming and global climate change. A
couple of years ago, I had the head of
NOAA, I serve also on the Committee
on Science, and NOAA is the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. They are our top weather people.
I had the head of NOAA in my office a
couple of years ago. He was sitting
right there in the chair, and I had the
chance to ask the question a lot of
Americans would like to ask, I asked
him this question: I said, is there any
hard evidence that global warming
really exists to the extent that some of
the people are saying? After a very
long pregnant pause, finally he said,
no.

Now, he said there is evidence that
the level of carbon dioxide in the at-
mosphere is going up. We believe that
in the long-term if the level of CO, goes
up in the atmosphere that will begin to
drive the overall temperature of the
Earth up slightly. We do not know how
much. We do not exactly what the
cause effect. We need to study it more,
and I think everyone agrees that we
certainly need more study.

Let me just share with you and any-
one who happens to be watching to-
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night how corn plays an important role
in this. An acre of growing corn con-
sumes 5 times more CO, than an acre of
old growth forest. One of the great
things about corn is it draws an enor-
mous amount of carbon dioxide from
the atmosphere, converts some of it
into oxygen, which we can reprocess
and make high oxygenated fuels, like
ethanol. And so in many respects, corn-
fields are a great way to reprocess
some of that CO; in the atmosphere.

They are better than an old growth
forest. In fact, they are five times bet-
ter. An acre of growing corn consumes
five times more CO, than an acre of
old-growth forest. That is good news.

The great thing that happened today
is, as I think the President made it
clear, that we are going to have a co-
ordinated energy policy in this coun-
try. We are going to try and move
away from this incredible dependency
we currently have in OPEC.

Part of the reason we have seen our
energy prices spiking and going up so
much in the last year or so is because
now we are so dependent on OPEC,
they literally can set the price for us.
So this is another step that the Presi-
dent is taking today to say that we are
not going to be dependent on OPEC. We
are going to grow some of our own en-
ergy. We are going to solve some of the
problems that we have in terms of en-
ergy. We are going to do it right here
in the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), my colleague.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I say to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT), you are
absolutely right on all of the benefits
that this has from reducing our de-
pendence on foreign oil, as well as the
environment.

We are very, very pleased with the
result here today, but the gentleman
and I both being from Minnesota, we
never settle for what we have achieved
today. We are always looking for where
we can take it to the next step. Our
great State of Minnesota has been a
leader on biofuels.

We have just about all the gasoline
sold in Minnesota with a 10 percent
blend. And as the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. OSBORNE) said, any car can
consume gasoline with a 10 percent
blend. But we are also a leader when it
comes to E-85, 85 percent ethanol
blend, and vehicles like my Dodge
Grand Caravan that I drive and several
Ford vehicles and several vehicles from
other makes can use this product
where you have 85 percent blend of eth-
anol, and the benefits that we have
been talking about for the last hour,
about the benefits of the environment,
the benefits to increasing our energy
supply are equally as important there.

What we found is that over time as
we have invested in these technologies,
we get better and better at making
ethanol. We find more and more uses
for the by-products that drives down
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the overall costs that makes it increas-
ingly more competitive. I am confident
that that will be the case in the future.

We have also been a leader on an-
other very significant biofuel in the
form of biodiesel; what people do not
really realize about our President is
that he has taken some bold moves for
the environment. This being one.

Another very bold move that he did
was to significantly reduce the amount
of sulfur in diesel, about a 95 percent
reduction in the sulfur in diesel and by
taking sulfur out of diesel, you signifi-
cantly reduce its lubricity. One of the
ways to increase lubricity and put that
back in is through biodiesel.

We have had a very active discussion
in Minnesota on trying to be a forward
State on biodiesel as well, and I am
hopeful that discussion continues on. I
think we can do the same things with
biodiesel that we have done with eth-
anol.

Finally, I just want to go back to one
very simple example about how good
this is for your environment. As I go
around into our ethanol plants, I have
oftentimes challenged those that make
MTBE, that I will drink some ethanol
if you will drink some MTBE. MTBE
would be very harmful for, other than
given that it is basically 100 percent al-
cohol, you can drink our good ethanol.

Mr. Speaker, I have been trying to
come up with something, because our
former Senator Rudy Boshwitz had his
milk stand at the Minnesota State Fair
where he had flavored milk, strawberry
milk and blueberry milk, and trying to
come up with something else.

So we toyed for a very short period of
time having a taste test like the Pepsi-
Coke test, where you would come out
to the farm feast, you come out to the
State Fair, and you could taste your
ethanol versus your biodiesel.

Given that we probably would be kill-
ing some and making the rest intoxi-
cated, we gave up on that idea very
quickly, but it just really highlights
the fact that this is something that is
going to be good for the environment.

It is not going to have any side ef-
fects. It is the type of thing that we
ought to be promoting, and it is the
type of thing that we ought to be ap-
plauding the administration as we are
here today for making the decision
that we did.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I agree. I think
every American. This is not just about
rural America. I think if every Amer-
ican would think through the argu-
ments about this, I would think every
American would thank the President
today. He did the right thing. He did
the right thing for the environment.

As was said earlier, this is not a
choice between clean air and clean
water. He made the right choice for the
environment. He made the right choice
in terms of energy independence and he
made the right choice in terms of rural
America and helping us find new mar-
kets for things that we can grow and
produce in abundance here in the
United States.
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I would like to paraphrase President
John Kennedy, he said, you know, we
all inhabit this same small planet. We
all breathe the same air. We all cherish
our children’s future.

And if T might parenthetically add,
we are all environmentalists. We all
want to leave this country and this
world a better place. Ethanol is a big
part of the solution. I know sometimes
the critics, they say, well, yeah, they
get the subsidy. We are sending these
checks out to farmers for ethanol.

We need to explain this. What hap-
pens is we give the blenders of ethanol.
It actually goes to the refiners we give
them a tax credit. If they will use this
product, which we know is better for
the environment, both the air and the
water, we said a number of years ago,
we will give you a small credit.

And the interesting thing is that our
farmers and the people who produce
ethanol have found ways to produce it
so much more efficiently today, that
when corn is less than $2 a bushel and
oil is over $25 a barrel, it is actually
cheaper to put the ethanol in the gaso-
line.

As a matter of fact, last year when
we had this big debate in the United
States, because the price of gasoline,
particularly in the Chicago market,
went up to over $2.20 for a gallon of
gasoline, a lot of people were saying it
is ethanol. Ethanol is the problem.

But at that time, the rack price of
ethanol delivered from Minnesota to
Chicago was about $1.10 a gallon. The
rack price of the gasoline that was
being blended with was over $1.20 a gal-
lon. In fact, it was something like $1.40
to $1.50. That is what the cost was at
the refinery.

I find it hard to believe that people
would argue that somehow blending a
10 percent blend of a product that costs
$1.10 a gallon with a 90 percent blend
that costs $1.30 or $1.40 or $1.50 a gal-
lon, how in the world the price of eth-
anol is driving the price of gasoline?

The fact of the matter is that the
price of ethanol was keeping the price
of gasoline lower. It is better for the
environment. It is better for the con-
sumer. It is better for the energy de-
pendence.

The President did exactly the right
thing today, and I think he understood
what President Kennedy meant when
he said that we all inhabit the same
small planet. We all breathe the same
air. We all cherish our children’s fu-
ture, and ethanol and biofuels are
going to be an important part of our
energy future.

Our time is almost expired, and I
want to thank all of my colleagues, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS),
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. JOHN-
SON), the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. OSBORNE), as well the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM).

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank our new
freshman colleague, the gentleman
from the State of Minnesota (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). I think this has been an impor-
tant special order.
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This is a very important day. And
again as I started this special order,
and the words of the old spiritual, oh,
happy day. This is a happy day for
America. It is a happy day for Amer-
ica’s farmers. It is a happy day for
American consumers, and whether they
realize it today or not, this is a happy
day for all of the people in the State of
California.

Because they are going to begin to
phase out that cancer-causing product
which is leaching into their ground-
water even as we speak called MTBE,
and we are going to begin to replace
that with a wholesome product that
can be grown right here in the United
States called ethanol.

As my colleague from Minnesota
pointed out, ethanol is the kind of a
product, it is so pure and so clean, and
I would not say good for you nec-
essarily, but it will do no more than in-
ebriate you. It will not kill you. We are
going to replace that cancer-causing
MTBE with ethanol.

So the President has done us all an
enormous favor today. This is an im-
portant decision. I applaud the admin-
istration for making it. I think it is
going to open new avenues for all of us.
And, again, I thank my colleagues for
joining us tonight.

——————

ADMINISTRATION’S POLICY ON
NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRrucci). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I join a
number of my colleagues here this
evening to discuss the administration’s
policy on national missile defense.

I put up on the board here one of the
comics that was recently in a news-
paper showing Secretary Powell with
members of NATO and essentially ask-
ing Secretary Powell if they really ex-
pect him to buy that, and that is, of
course, a used car which stands sym-
bolically, in this instance, for the na-
tional missile defense program being
discussed and being put forth by this
administration at this time.

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues to
discuss that policy and specifically the
administration’s apparent attempt to
move swiftly to deploy that system
even before tests show that it is fea-
sible.

O 2100

There are apparent plans to proceed
beyond research and development,
though no proper consideration has
been given to many critical factors. We
have yet to really assess all threats
against the United States, whether
they be from another state or a
nonstate.

The alleged purpose of this limited
national missile defense or the early
stages of the Bush administration plan
is supposedly to protect us against
rogue nations or against accidental or
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unintended launches. Rogue nation
threats are primarily the national mis-
sile defense concern, or so we are told.
If that is the case, we should assess
them and assess them on whether or
not that threat of missiles from rogue
nations compares to other threats that
exist to our Nation.

Currently, the threat of weapons of
mass destruction from missiles ranks
low on the list of CIA possible threats.
While some rogue nations have crude
missile systems nearing the capability
of reaching the continental United
States, they are, according to the CIA
and others, less credible threats than
other forms of aggression and ter-
rorism. In keeping with that train of
thought, we should establish most like-
ly threats and key our defenses to-
wards those that are most likely.

With limited funding resources, the
United States must be sure that our
spending is proportionate to our estab-
lished priorities. Spending on any na-
tional missile defense must not ad-
versely affect readiness or military
personnel quality of life or moderniza-
tion of conventional land, air and naval
forces, nor should it adversely affect
research and development efforts
aimed at necessary leap-ahead tech-
nologies. It cannot ignore the benefits
of timely and reliable intelligence or
diplomacy.

In view of all our national priorities,
whether they be domestic in nature or
international and defense prospects
that affect our national security, the
cost that is going to be incurred must
be warranted by the security benefits
we should expect to gain.

Americans deserve to know before we
deploy the realistic cost estimates and
who will pay. Is it only the United
States that is going to fit the bill, or
will all nations that stand to benefit
from any deployed national missile de-
fense system participate in sharing the
cost? So far, the projections show the
following costs.

Mr. Speaker, I have another chart.
Mr. Speaker, as the chart indicates,
the initial estimates for 20 interceptors
were originally estimated to be at a
cost of nine to $11 billion. The fact of
the matter was that that was in Janu-
ary of 1999 at $10.6 billion. By Novem-
ber of that year, it was at $28.7 billion.
By February of 2000, it had moved up to
100 interceptors being planned, and the
estimate then was $26.6 billion. By
April, it rose to $29.5 billion; by May to
$36.2 billion; by August of 2000, $40.3 bil-
lion by the own estimate of the Bal-
listic Missile Defense Organization.
Now in August of 2000, the CAIG report
estimates it up to about $43.2 billion.
That is with a number of items not in-
cluded.

As my colleagues can see on the
chart, other estimates in testing ad-
justments, alternative booster pro-
grams add another $4.5 billion, bringing
it up to some $47.7 billion. Not included
also is the restructuring of the pro-
gram to remedy testing delays. That
adds another $2.8 billion. Essentially,
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we are up to $560.5 billion on this pro-
gram and going up, up and forever up-
ward.

We should not forget the fact that
this administration is not only talking
about a land-based limited system. It is
talking about adding a second phase
and a third phase to the land-based de-
sign, adding a sea-based provision, add-
ing an air-based aspect, and then going
on to space-based laser.

So let us add those up. Adding phases
2 and 3 of a ground-based system would
add another $560 billion. The sea-based
system would be another $53.5 billion.
An air-based system would add another
$11 billion. The space-based laser, be-
sides inviting in the number of people
to secure items in space which we
alone have almost monopoly on, would
add a cost to seventy to $80 billion. So
total estimates on this program are at
a minimum of $80 billion to $100 billion
or as high as a trillion dollars, depend-
ing on how far out we go.

That should all bring us to the issue
of feasibility. The administration now
intends to use this system whether or
not it works. In other words, it is going
to buy it before it flies it.

We have had a number of experiences
in our military programs with that,
most recently with the F-22 and with
the Osprey. The Osprey not only costs
us a lot of money to go back and cure
remedies that were not caught because
we did not test it properly, it has cost
us the lives of 25 Marines.

In keeping with this administration’s
ready, shoot and then aim prospect,
Secretary Rumsfeld has taken an in-
your-face attitude to our allies as well
as to our friends as well as to Russia
and China. He is determined to put all
other considerations aside and deploy
this system even if the technology is
not available and is not proven fea-
sible.

Astoundingly, the Washington Post
reported these comments from an ad-
ministration official, and I quote: “‘It is
a simple question. Is something better
than nothing?’’ It went on to say, ‘“‘The
President and the Secretary of Defense
have made it pretty clear that they be-
lieve some missile defense in the near
term is, in fact, better than nothing.”

Now my colleagues may join me in
being astounded in that, but that state-
ment should at least rest on two under-
lying assumptions. One would be that
that something in fact works, and this
does not; and, two, that deployment
will not subject the country to even
greater security dangers. This program
will.

What the Pentagon and the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Secretary and
the President know but do not appar-
ently want the Americans to discover
or consider or debate is that the Na-
tional Missile Defense System’s effec-
tiveness has not yet been proven even
in the most elementary sense.

Also, there should be grave concerns
regarding the disturbing side effects of
the National Missile Defense System,
such as uncontrollable launches and
their attendant risk to world security.
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A study has been completed, not by
groups opposed to missile defense, but
by the department’s own internal ex-
perts. That study makes it clear that
potentially profound problems exist
with the National Missile Defense Sys-
tem. The Office of Operational Test and
Evaluation, known by its initials
OT&E, is an independent assessment
office within the Department of De-
fense. It was created to oversee testing
programs and in particular to ensure
that weapons development programs
are adequately tested in realistic oper-
ating conditions.

Its former director, Mr. Philip Coyle
testified on September 8 of last year
before the Subcommitte on National
Security, Veterans’ Affairs and Inter-
national Relations of the Committee
on Government Reform. He testified
about a report that he had compiled
during the deployment readiness re-
view that was conducted in the sum-
mer of 2000.

As a result of that testimony, it be-
came apparent that the Pentagon was
overstating the technological progress
and potential of this National Missile
Defense System.

Because I thought it was imperative
that the public have full access to Mr.
Coyle’s study, I asked Mr. Coyle to pro-
vide the full report for the record of
that committee, and he agreed to my
request. My motion that the sub-
committee include that study on the
public record for the September 8, 2000
hearing was accepted without objec-
tion. At no time did Mr. Coyle or Lieu-
tenant General Ronald Kadish, the Di-
rector of the Missile Program, express
any reservations.

Well, after 8 months and at least six
separate requests and a subpoena
threat, the subcommittee finally ob-
tained the study. But the Department
of Defense asked that that study be
kept confidential. I think this is pre-
cisely the wrong response.

The Bush administration is proposing
to our allies and strategic partners
that deployment be speeded up even be-
yond optimistic evaluations. In this
context, the need for public debate
about the system’s capabilities and its

potential dangers if deployed pre-
maturely is urgently needed.
I have, therefore, written to Sec-

retary Rumsfeld for a full explanation
of the Department of Defense request
to hush up this report. I have asked the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS), the subcommittee chairman,
to schedule hearings on this study and
its implications as expeditiously as
possible. In conversations earlier this
evening with the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS), I have been in-
formed that those hearings will be pur-
sued.

Now, Mr. Coyle raises fundamental
problems with the national missile de-
fense testing programs. He tells us it is
far behind schedule, and it is slipping
further. The test program is severely
deficient, failing to test basic elements
of the system. In fact, after numerous
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failures, Mr. Coyle tells us that the
Pentagon actually altered the test pro-
gram to make it easier, and still it con-
tinued to fail.

Mr. Coyle described the immature
status of the program. There are limi-
tations in flight testing and inad-
equacy of available simulations. There-
fore, a rigorous assessment of potential
system performance cannot be made.
That is, no one can reliably predict
that the National Missile Defense Sys-
tem, as planned by this administration,
will perform at the required levels.

Testimony of the Director found sev-
eral ways the system may not work: its
inability to defend against decoys. As
discussed extensively in open lit-
erature, the enemy could employ var-
ious types of countermeasures and
overwhelm this function.

I hope that our speakers this evening
will talk at length at that. I know the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT)
is here. He has particular expertise in
this area, and we should discuss it at
length.

But rather than address the fatal er-
rors, the omission of tests with coun-
termeasures could make the system
unable to fulfill its core function of de-
fending against accidental or intended
launches; and rather than discuss that,
the Pentagon is hitting them by
dumbing down the testing require-
ments.

The Department of Defense also pro-
vides interceptors with key discrimina-
tion information ahead of time. In
other words, it rigs the game. It tells
them trajectory. It tells them timing.
It tells them height. It tells them all
sorts of information. Yet, the system
will not have that benefit if and when
it is deployed.

So there is a need for rehearsed en-
gagements without advanced knowl-
edge, yet none have been done so far
and none are planned to be done.

The director criticizes the software
user simulations as it suffers from an
unfounded reliance on unrealistic and
overly optimistic parameters. There is
no plan to consider conducting flight
tests with multiple targets or intercep-
tors even though multiple engagements
could be expected to be the norm.
These are potential security risks of
premature deployment.

Phantom tracks. The system auto-
matically allocates interceptors
against phantom objects. In other
words, these are created when the
radar coverage transfers from one
radar system to a second radar system,
and the system mistakenly interprets
the new radar rhythms as originating
from a second reentry vehicle.

The operators, the manual operators
were unable to deal with that. There is
one very serious immediate danger if
the United States launches multiple
interceptors against missiles that do
not exist. Adversaries may interpret
these launches as a hostile first strike
and respond accordingly.

So it brings us back to this idea that
we are going to deploy this system be-
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fore we have adequately tested it, be-
fore we have talked about the cost of
this program, before we have talked
about our priorities in defense and
whether or not this is, in fact, the most
serious issue we ought to be con-
fronting at such an enormous cost
while it is still very far from being fea-
sible.

Deployment has been defined to
mean the fielding of an operational
system with some military utility
which is effective under realistic com-
bat conditions against realistic threats
and countermeasures, possibly without
adequate prior knowledge of the target
cluster composition, timing, trajectory
or direction and when operated by mili-
tary personnel at all times of the day
and night in all weather.

In almost every one of those cat-
egories, there have been tests that
have been failed or tests that are not
even planned to determine whether or
not this system can work.

Yet, we have a Secretary and appar-
ently an entire administration that is
willing to walk that plank and commit
billions and billions of dollars on a sys-
tem that has not been proven to work,
casting aside all of our other defense
needs, casting aside the questions that
it brings to our national security, and
casting aside the issues of others prior-
ities within this country.

We have a report that seriously calls
into question the readiness of this na-
tional missile defense. I think that re-
port leads to serious questions of this
administration’s ill-advised plan to de-
ploy before it has proven techno-
logically feasible and apparently with
total disregard for costs, stability in
this country and the world, and effect
on other priorities.

This is no time for the Department of
Defense to bury a study. It is time for
full disclosure, for deliberation and for
debate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HoLT) and cede
the floor to him.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts, and I
commend him for setting aside some
time this evening to talk about it be-
cause every one of us in this room has
an obligation to talk about this impor-
tant issue. Polling data shows that the
public does not feel well informed
about what could be the most expen-
sive defense ever deployed and one that
has serious flaws.

The President is trying to sell his
magical mystery shield to the allies
today. As the gentleman’s cartoon
shows, it is a used car with no guar-
antee. The problem with the missile
defense, quite simply, is it would be
costly to deploy, easily circumvented,
and it would be strategically desta-
bilizing. In other words, it would actu-
ally detract from our national and
international security.

One does not need to read a lot of his-
tory to be reminded of the—Maginot
line, the so-called impenetrable wall
that has become the symbol of mis-
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guided defense policy. The proposed
missile defense shield probably would
not work as designed and wishing will
not overcome the physics. It could be
confused with decoys as the gentleman
from Massachusetts mentioned a mo-
ment ago.

I am a physicist by background, but
one does not need advanced physics to
understand that a Nation that would be
capable of building an intercontinental
ballistic missile, that could deliver a
weapon of mass destruction could also
deploy decoys by the hundreds, by the
thousands.

In the vacuum of space, a balloon
travels just as well as a rocket. With-
out the resistance of air, it is easy to
inflate a balloon.
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You could inflate dozens or hundreds
of balloons. One of them might contain
a warhead, others would look identical.
They could all travel at thousands of
miles per hour, many thousands of
miles per hour, miles per second.

I have spent some time looking at
the physics of the detection systems,
and I am convinced that it would be
very difficult to determine the decoys
from the actual warheads. But putting
that aside, a Maginot-type missile de-
fense system, designed to defend an en-
tire continent, or as the President has
suggested defend all nations from
weapons coming from any nation, well,
it could be bypassed with suitcase
bombs or pickup trucks or fishing
trawlers or sea-launched missiles, and
so it would be billions of dollars down
the drain.

But the real tragedy is it would not
be just a diversion of precious re-
sources that we would not have avail-
able for health care, for smaller class
sizes, for modern school facilities, for
securing open space, for taking care of
America’s veterans, for all of those
things that make America worth de-
fending. No, it would be worse than a
waste of money, because simple stra-
tegic analysis will tell us that provoca-
tive, yet permeable, systems are desta-
bilizing and they lead to reduced secu-
rity.

Think of it this way: we say we are
building a defensive system. Some po-
tential enemy says, well, you are going
to prepare an offensive strike, and then
you will use your defensive system to
prevent us from retaliating. And we
say, no, no, no, it is only a defensive
system. And they say, sure, we believe
you. Well, if they believed us, they
would not be our enemy. In fact, this is
a weapon system in search of a cooper-
ative enemy, an enemy that would not
try to spoof us with decoys, an enemy
that would not wonder what is going on
behind that shield.

We have all read stories of the
knights of yore. When knights carried
shields, they did not carry the shields
around the house; they used those
shields in battle, to thrust and parry
from behind the shield. That is why, as
counterintuitive as it may seem, a de-
fensive system becomes a destabilizing
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offensive threat. So this would undo
decades of arms control.

And, in fact, the President has said
he would use such a missile defense to
go beyond the anti-ballistic missile
treaty; in other words, to abrogate the
treaty, to break the treaty, to throw it
away. This system, or any imaginable
system, is not going to be a substitute
for cooperative arms control. This is
not something where technology will
overcome cooperation. You do not need
to be a rocket scientist to understand
that technology will not solve this fun-
damental problem.

In fact, the President has said that
whereas some years ago President
Reagan presented his program, the
Strategic Defense Initiative, as some-
thing to render nuclear weapons impo-
tent and obsolete, President Bush says
he understands that will not happen.
So that even with an international
missile defense such as he is proposing,
it would still be necessary to maintain
the option of massive retaliation; in
other words, mutual assured destruc-
tion. Well, this is not a technological
solution to our strategic predicament.
This is not an answer to weapons of
mass destruction.

The United States has not been able
to develop a workable missile defense
system after 40 years of trying. We
have had the Nike Zeus, the Sentinel,
the Safeguard, the Strategic Defense
Initiative, and actually there was SDI-
I, which was a space-based laser, or di-
rected energy system, known as Star
Wars colloquially, and then there was
Strategic Defense Initiative II, which
was kinetic Kkill vehicles, or Brilliant
Pebbles, and there was G-PALS and
National Missile Defense; and now
President Bush has extended this to
international missile defense. Well,
after all of these years of trying and
tens of billions of dollars spent, we are
still nowhere close.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY), referred
to the study that the Pentagon had un-
dertaken of the system. And essen-
tially they said that not only have
there been no successful intercepts, but
that simulations that would give con-
fidence that this would work do not
exist, and that the current state of test
facilities is immature. We are not close
to deployment.

And maybe we can take some solace
in the fact that we are not close to de-
ployment, because once this is de-
ployed, it will set off a series of dom-
inoes of the arms race around the
world where countries that might feel
threatened by it, say China, would in-
crease their arsenals and in turn
threaten other countries, say India,
who in turn might build up their arse-
nals and threaten other countries, say
Pakistan. Now, that is certainly not
our intention. This is purely defensive.
But that is the way it would work, and
it will not get us out of our nuclear
predicament.

Again, I thank my colleague from
Massachusetts for setting aside this
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time. We have an important and dif-
ficult job to do over the coming weeks
to make sure everyone in the country
understands the choice that is before
us here.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. TIERNEY) for holding this event to-
night to talk about national missile de-
fense and the Bush administration’s
enthusiasm for an untested and uncer-
tain project.

The reason I think it is so important
to have this conversation tonight is
that it is very clear to me that this is
one of the most critical issues facing
this Congress and one in which the
public obviously needs more informa-
tion. And whatever the right answer is,
we have to have this kind of discussion
and debate. We are not going to get it
during the regular legislative day, so
we need to get it after hours.

In many respects, all of us believe
that if we had a national missile de-
fense system that actually worked and
did not threaten our security, that
would be a good thing to have. The dif-
ficulties are several: first of all, we
have now spent tens of billions of dol-
lars on the system to date, and we are
a long way from having a system that
is actually tested and that works.
There are scientists across this coun-
try who are convinced that this system
can never work. It is also clear that to
build a system on the scale that the
Bush administration envisions is a
hundred billion dollars and up. A huge
amount of money.

Third, there is a problem. We need
defenses that are proportional to the
threat. And it is not at all clear that a
threat of a ballistic missile attack by
North Korea, by Iran, or some other
rogue state is really at the top of the
list of the threats that we face. Many
of us in this room today joined with
other concerned citizens who came to
Washington with a simple message for
President Bush, and for all of us as pol-
icymakers. First, the President’s fast-
track missile defense will make the
world less stable, not more stable. Sec-
ond, rushing deployment of missile de-
fense will provoke other nations to in-
crease their offensive arms and under-
mine U.S. national security.

In particular, it is very likely to en-
courage the Chinese to develop more
ICBMs, which in turn will make India
uncertain and insecure, which will add
to a race in missile development in
India and in Pakistan.

Third, abandoning arms control
agreements and gambling on unproven
missile defense technologies is unsafe
and unwise. When we look back
through the centuries, military history
has really been a battle between the
sword and the shield. Building a better
shield has always compelled the forg-
ing of a better sword. The Bush admin-
istration needs to explain why it
thinks this missile shield is exempt
from the laws of history.
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As 1 said before, missile defense
might be justified if it could be proven
to work reliably and consistently and
if we were confident that it would im-
prove our overall national security.
But President Bush has not provided
any particulars about his proposal. It
is only a multilayered proposal which
will protect us against all kinds of
threats.

Congress and the American people
really have to force this administra-
tion to answer the hard questions that
they have so far avoided. For example:
one, can missile defense technology be
proven to work reliably and consist-
ently? To date, the answer is no.

Second, what is the cost? To date,
the answer is, who knows, but perhaps
tens if not hundreds of billions of dol-
lars.

Third, will national missile defense
improve other overall national secu-
rity? Well, not if we abandon the ABM
Treaty and abandon an arms control
regime that has kept the peace for 50-
odd years.

Fourth, is national missile defense a
proportional response to a credible
threat?

I serve on the House Committee on
Armed Services, which evaluates
threats to our security. The U.S. intel-
ligence community recently issued a
report on global threats and challenges
we may face by 2015. This is shown on
the chart beside me here, ‘‘Threats and
Challenges in 2015, a National Intel-
ligence Council Report.” There are
many diverse threats here. Some of
them relate to population trends, aging
patterns, migration, health and AIDS.
Others relate to natural resources and
the environment, access to food or to
clean water, the availability of energy,
or environmental degradation. Some
are related to science and technology,
the global economy, or to national and
international governance.

There are some threats that do relate
to future conflicts, and a national mis-
sile defense system protects against
one of those threats, that is, a weapon
of mass destruction delivered by means
of a long-range missile. It does not pro-
tect against a Ryder truck or a boat or
a suitcase that can be carried into a
building or near a building and blown
up.

If we look at what happened trag-
ically in Oklahoma City, or if we look
at what happened to the U.S.S. Cole, 1
submit that is the future. Those are
the risks that we in this country really
have to worry about far more than hav-
ing some country decide they are going
to fire a missile at our country, which
would be tracked from the moment it
left the ground in North Korea or Iran
or somewhere else.

Over the last 55 years, deterrence has
worked and it continues to work. Just
take one example. During the Gulf
War, Saddam Hussein did not use his
chemical and biological weapons. Why?
Because the first Bush administration
made it clear that if he did that there
would be massive retaliation. Even
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Saddam Hussein, in the middle of a
conflict, respected the power of retalia-
tion of this country.

My concern is if we put all our
money into missile defense, there is no
way that we are not going to underfund
these other threats to us with the de-
livery of weapons of mass destruction
by other means.

O 2130

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield. The gentleman
served on the Committee on National
Security, and I know he must have
heard many demands to see that our
men and women in arms are justly
paid, to see that they have the facili-
ties that they need, that all of the
branches of the armed services have
the equipment and the support that
they need.

I listened recently to the former
chair of the Senate Committee on
Armed Services, Sam Nunn, who noted
that we risk the possibility of having
vital resources that we need for other
aspects of the military all sucked up
into this one plan that does not work.

I have been surprised as I have trav-
eled around my district in Texas at
how many people who are coming up
and expressing opposition to this plan
who are veterans who have served and
who recognize how foolhardy it is to di-
vert all our resources into one area,
and that area being one that is not
proven to work.

I am wondering if the gentleman is
hearing from other people who are in
our military services informally or
have served in the military who recog-
nize the danger that has been
spotlighted tonight and that former
Senator Nunn has voiced publicly?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would yield. The gentleman
from Texas is exactly right. In my
home State of Maine, we have Bath
Ironworks where half of the destroyers
for the Navy are built. There is no
question in my mind or the minds of
many people in Maine, those who
served in the military and those who
did not, if you spend tens of billions of
dollars more on a national missile de-
fense system, it will simply sit there.
And we will not have the kind of Navy
we need to protect our interests around
the globe. The same argument can be
made with respect to procurement for
tactical aircraft. Clearly it can be
made with respect to the pay and bene-
fits for the men and women in our
armed services.

Mr. Speaker, what we have to re-
member about a national missile de-
fense system is that it protects against
one single threat and is useful for no
other purpose. It would not be effective
against Russia or China. It would only
be effective against a state like North
Korea or Iran. When you look at those
states, North Korea is willing to sit
down and negotiate away their missile
defense program. Iran just elected a re-
formist president with 75 percent of the
vote. We can deal with these countries
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and negotiate with these countries. Be-
lieve me, it is a lot less expensive to do
that, negotiate away the threat than it
is to build this kind of system.

But the gentleman is absolutely
right, you stay within the defense
budget and before we get to education
and health care and the environment,
this kind of system will drain money
away from other urgent national prior-
ities.

If I may add one more thing, it is im-
portant to note that Secretary Rums-
feld recently said that he thought
there should be deployed the rudiments
of a missile defense system by 2004,
even before the testing is complete. As
one of our colleagues mentioned today,
that date is significant. The point is,
try to get something in the ground be-
fore the next election, before the Presi-
dent comes up for reelection. That is
no way to run this kind of defense pro-
curement effort and weapons system.

Mr. Speaker, if we know anything
about weapons systems for the Depart-
ment of Defense, we should fly before
we buy, we need to test before we pur-
chase. It is particularly true of the
most complex system on the drawing
board at the Pentagon. This system is
being rushed in a way that is destruc-
tive not only to our military, but to
our national security. And we need the
public to understand this is not a sim-
ple issue, but a great deal is at stake.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say personally
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. TIERNEY), I appreciate very much
his holding this event tonight and yield
back.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. Even if we were to as-
sume on our wildest dreams, because
that is essentially what it would be,
North Korea, one of the poorest na-
tions in the world, that cannot even
feed its own people, would wake up
some morning and would have the vi-
sion that it wanted to commit mass
suicide, and assuming it is several
years in the future and they had some-
how developed a nuclear missile with
the capacity to even reach our coast
with any sort of precision at all, it
would be much more likely they would
put a biological or chemical weapon on
it, in which case they would use mul-
tiple warheads. In that case, it would
overwhelm any limited national mis-
sile defense system we would have.

We are having to project forward and
do a system that is much larger, and
get into hundreds of billions of dollars
and a prospect that is unrealistic.

The second issue is the issue of con-
fidence. Ostensibly we are doing this to
have some sort of strategic advantage
over some rogue nation holding us hos-
tage with the prospect that they might
send off a weapon of mass destruction
by missile. The fact of the matter is
that there is speculation that we may
not be able to come close to 100 percent
effectiveness.

Twenty or so years ago when they
were talking about President Reagan’s
Star Wars, one of the groups that was
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advocating against it used to come out
with an umbrella with holes in it and
say that is the kind of protection you
are getting. It is essentially the same
situation here. The probability that
you would be able to get 100 percent of
any weapon sent over in most esti-
mations of any reasonable scientist is
nonexisting. So you would have no con-
fidence that it was 100 percent reliable,
and I would suggest that leaves you
with no ability to effect a strategic de-
cision. It is not a useful prospect to
have if it worked on its best abilities
on any given day because even its best
abilities are not projected at 100 per-
cent.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the hardworking and able gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) for
sponsoring this special order this
evening, and it is a pleasure to join the
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY) and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT) in this important discussion.

Today in Madrid, a reporter asked
President Bush how he could reconcile
his opposition to the Kyoto Treaty, an
opposition that he says is based upon a
lack of scientific evidence, with his
support for Star Wars which is also not
supported by scientific evidence.

“How do we know it is going to
work?”’ President Bush stated. ‘“Well,
we have to spend the dollars on re-
search and development.” But I am
sure President Bush is aware, he is not
proposing only research and develop-
ment. The Bush Star Wars proposal in-
volves deployment of the system, not
just research and development. Indeed,
this shocking lack of scientific evi-
dence is the Achilles’ heel of the ad-
ministration’s single-minded pursuit of
this system.

As others have mentioned, a Star
Wars program will cost our people over
$560 billion or more and still counting,
and that is only the first phase.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. DOGGETT. I know one of the
areas that the gentlewoman has con-
siderable expertise in is in reference to
agriculture and her work for farmers
across the country. It has been sug-
gested by some administration officials
that we apply an agricultural approach
to this. We take this $100 billion, and it
does not make any difference if it
works because it can be a giant scare-
crow and it will scare off the people
from around the world. I am wondering
from your expertise in agriculture if
you think that using Star Wars as a
scarecrow might be sufficient to pro-
tect our families?

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman raises a very good point.
I do not think scarecrows work.

Our experience over a decade ago
with the MX missile proposal, and to
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have been a party to those debates to a
system that first was proposed to be
stationary, and then when they real-
ized that is a sitting duck, maybe it
was a scarecrow, I do not know, they
said maybe we should put it on a train
on a track and move it around. We
eventually were able to defeat that and
say that the real strength lay in our
triad, and the fact that we had a mo-
bile Navy, we had a mobile Air Force
and the best trained Army in the entire
world.

We have to do better, but it does not
make any sense to be throwing billions
of dollars away on an unknown system;
and, quite frankly, enraging our Euro-
pean allies and other allies around the
world and ratcheting up the arms race
without consultation by this ill-ad-
vised proposal. We know that the sci-
entific evidence is not there, and we al-
ways have been pushing for what kind
of system are we talking about. What
is this thing going to do?

Here in Congress we are often given
the argument we cannot solve a prob-
lem simply by throwing money at it,
whether it is agriculture, child pov-
erty, prescription drugs, we cannot just
throw money at these problems. But
with Star Wars, it seems to be dif-
ferent. Just throw enough money at it,
and we will be lucky if something
works in the end. Do not test the sys-
tem against the full range of counter-
measures and do not develop a fully in-
tegrated prototype before protection,
and do not require an adequate testing
program. Just spend $50 billion.

Mr. Speaker, we do not have that
luxury because we have a $5 trillion
debt overhang in this economy, and we
are dealing with precious taxpayer dol-
lars. Others have talked about health
care and education and the environ-
ment and prescription drugs for our
senior citizens, money to update our
food safety systems, all of the money
to strengthen Medicaid and Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, if we go around and
look at the real strength of this coun-
try in our Armed Forces, it is those
who choose to serve America, dedicated
young men and women living in some
of the worst housing conditions any-
where in the world, including right
here in the Nation’s Capital. If we are
going to have the best armed men and
women systems in the world, my good-
ness, should we not be paying attention
to those already serving.

Mr. Speaker, why are our adjutants
general from around the country com-
plaining about too many missions with
not enough money? We have to take
care of what we are asked to do today,
not throw away money on deployment
of a system that nobody ever fully un-
derstood.

I had military retirees come up to me
and say, ‘“Why did we have to take cuts
in benefits? Why are people who served
our country put in a different position
in terms of retirement than those who
have served on the civilian side?

The budget that the administration
has produced will not meet all of the
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health care needs that our veterans
have across this country. We have
them classified, A, B, C, D. Everybody
is on a different platform in terms of
veterans’ health services. We have 25.6
million veterans in this country. We
have to pass a good budget to serve
them, and we have to do what is right
and put America’s priorities in order.

Truly, this Star Wars proposal is a
misplaced priority.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for allowing me to share in this special
order.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for joining us to-
night. I have a quote here on the board.
It is a quote that the Secretary of De-
fense, Donald Rumsfeld, made on May
29. He was referring to a comment
made by President Bush. He stated,
“We ought to engage our brains before
we engage our pocketbooks.” What
sharp contrast that statement is to the
administration’s apparent focus now on
starting a system that they admit has
not been shown to have been tested
thoroughly and that has not been
shown to work. We are making an ex-
ception for national missile defense,
and hundreds of billions of dollars. We
are not going to engage our brains, we
are going to engage our pocketbooks
and start down a path that creates all
sorts of mishaps and mischievous.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I commend
him for the leadership he has shown in
raising the education level in this body
and hopefully throughout the country
in regards to the importance of this de-
bate, and a thorough study and anal-
ysis of the various proposals that we
are hearing coming out of the Bush ad-
ministration.

I am glad we have with us as a col-
league in this Chamber our own solar
physicist, a former employee at the
Nuclear Fusion Laboratory at Prince-
ton, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HoLT), because what we are talk-
ing about is rocket science, and it is
nice to have his perspective in regard
to the technological capability that we
currently possess on such an important
but expensive program.

Mr. Speaker, it is hard to engage in a
thorough analysis or conversation or
review of what the Bush administra-
tion is talking about in regards to a
missile defense system because I am
not sure they know what this system is
going to look like ultimately. How do
you get into the details of a policy pro-
posal when the details are lacking?
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Mr. TIERNEY. I would just point out
this next quote up here, the gentleman
has exactly hit on the point. On June 7,
Donald Rumsfeld, the Secretary of De-
fense, at a press conference, people
were asking him, ‘“‘Does it even work?”’

His answer was, ‘‘This is an inter-
esting question in the sense of what do
you mean when you say that works?”’
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You look at that on its face value as
what is he talking about? We know
when it works. That is why we do stud-
ies. That is why Mr. Coyle did his
study, that in case it does not work.
Not only does it not work, it needs con-
siderably more testing until it gets to
a point we are comfortable that it
works reasonably well or sufficiently,
and they do not even plan to do the
tests so far on that.

But again they want to engage our
pocketbooks before we engage our na-
tional brain on this and start building
and committing us down that path. I
would just make that point.

Mr. KIND. I thank the gentleman for
making that point. It is an important
point. It is a little bit frustrating as we
are trying to get more information
from the administration to find out ex-
actly what their vision is in regards to
missile defense: Is it going to just be
land-based or sea-based, air-based? Is it
going to involve a space-based type of
missile defense system? Is it going to
be a limited defense system? Is it going
to be a national missile defense system
or a universal application which we
will share with our allies or any coun-
try in the globe who wants it? Because
what kind of moral position would we
be taking if we do in fact develop the
technical means to deploy a system
such as this but not offer it to other
nations around the globe when an in-
tentional or an accidental launch of a
nuclear weapon could result in tens of
thousands or millions of casualties in a
particular country?

This is what we need to keep asking
the administration about. I for one am
not sure if it is the right moral posi-
tion to just come out and oppose any
type of system at all. There is a lot of
discussion about a rogue madman
launching a nuclear missile at the
United States, but there is also the
possibility of these missiles falling into
the wrong hands, a possible terrorist
gaining control of some launch capa-
bility in Russia, for instance, I think is
a real possibility, or even an accidental
launch and what kind of position would
we be in then if we were not at least
going forward on the research and de-
velopment and exploring the feasibility
of this type of system at some point in
the future.

But for me at least fundamentally
there are three overriding questions
that I am waiting to get answers for.
Firstly, will it work? Do we have the
technological capability of pulling it
off? Secondly, how much is it going to
cost the American taxpayers to deploy
such a system? And, thirdly, even if we
do find something that works and we
can deploy it, is it going to make the
United States more or less secure in
the final analysis?

Mr. DOGGETT. I know the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin is well known
in this body as a hawk of sorts, a def-
icit hawk. He is always up there on the
top in the ratings of the Concord Coali-
tion on fiscal responsibility. We have
got a budget. This plan that they are
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not sure what they are going to do and
when they are going to do it, has there
been any provision made for that in
this budget or in future budgets to tell
the American people what this ques-
tionable project will cost and how we
are going to pay for it?

Mr. KIND. It is a great question. No.
One of the more frustrating aspects of
the budget resolution debate that we
had earlier this year, the context of the
tax cut debate that we had earlier this
year was that there was in fact no pro-
vision, no asked-for appropriation for
the ongoing deployment of a missile
defense system within the administra-
tion. All this has got to add up. It
should add up within the context of a
balanced budget, one that does not
jeopardize the fiscal solvency of the
current generation or future genera-
tions. That again is more information
which is lacking from the administra-
tion. Cost estimates that I am hearing
from some of the engineers, some of
the experts who would be in charge of
deploying such a system, range any-
where from $100 billion to $200 billion
over a 10-year period.

I just had a conversation with former
Senator Sam Nunn this afternoon. He
said that whatever figure you get, you
might as well double or triple that
amount because it is going to be inher-
ently difficult to do this in a fiscally
responsible manner without the de-
fense contractors opening up and the
subcontractors wanting their piece of
the deployment pie. But even more fun-
damentally, we have had test after test
after test in trying to hit a bullet with
a bullet, that is, the missile defense
test. Each time it has failed. Obviously
we do not today have the current tech-
nological capability to pull it off. I
think that is one of the misunder-
standings that the general American
public might have. They see that we
have gone to the Moon, they see all
this great technological development
around us and how it is transforming
our lives and many of them may just
assume that we have the technological
smarts to do this, to knock the bullet
out of the air with another bullet when
in fact when all the preconditions and
the inputted variables are in the test
to begin with, the tests are still failing.
That is a fundamental issue that we
need to Kkeep asking ourselves, is
should we first have the technological
means to do it before we deploy or just
move forward with deployment regard-
less of the cost and regardless of the ef-
fectiveness of the system?

Mr. TIERNEY. I think there is an ob-
vious answer to that. For this country
to move forward and commit billions of
dollars on a system that is not known
to work, has not been tested, and when
Mr. Coyle, the reporter of which I
spoke earlier, specifically says the
tests are inadequate and unrealistic
and they do not even plan to do tests
that would be adequate and realistic as
this moves forward is a frightening
prospect. I think if we were to be able
to have that report instead of the De-
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partment of Defense trying to hide it
and trying to keep it hushed up, if we
were to have the Secretary come in and
explain to us why an unclassified re-
port is being kept from the American
public or at least attempted to be kept
from the American public, we would be
able to debate the context of that re-
port which specifically says not only
are there tests that are unreasonable,
that they had very few counter-
measures in those tests, and then when
they decided that they at one point
were not being very successful, they
dummied the tests down and they had
even fewer.

At one point there were plans for
nine or 10 or more countermeasures to
come in and then they dummied it
down to just two items up there and
then one of them was easily distin-
guishable from the other and they gave
all of the coordinates and other infor-
mation ahead of time and still missed.
We are not going to have that luxury of
any system that is expected to work,
we are not going to get advance notice
of where it is going, what the trajec-
tory is and all the other information.

So I think that that question answers
itself, that we would be foolish as a Na-
tion to spend the kind of money that
we are talking about just for the lim-
ited land-based system. And this is tes-
timony I referred to earlier in front of
our Committee on Government Re-
form, the Subcommittee on National
Security, where they were already up
over $50 billion for a program that
started at 9 to $11 billion, and that is
only at that stage. Add on phases 2 and
3, you are over $100 billion. Add on the
sea-based, add on the air-based, add on
the space-based that they are talking
about, you could be anywhere between
$300 billion and $1 trillion. I think if we
start down that path with no expecta-
tion that it is going to add to our na-
tional security, the answer is pretty
clear, I think, that we are being pretty
irresponsible as a government.

Mr. KIND. I think as far as the two
initial questions that I have, there are
some huge question marks in regards
to how expensive this is going to be,
whether or not we can in fact deploy a
system that is going to work but, fi-
nally, is this going to make us more or
less secure in the final analysis? My
friend from Massachusetts recognized
that a lot of the experts working on
this system are hoping for maybe an 80
percent effectiveness rate. Well, 80 per-
cent quite frankly does not cut it. If
you have got multiple missiles being
launched at us, what city are we going
to sacrifice? Is that going to be accept-
able? I do not think it gives us much
more flexibility in foreign policy nego-
tiations with rogue nations if we just
have an 80 percent effective system.
But perhaps more importantly is what
is going to be the response of Russia
and China to even a limited missile de-
fense shield? Is this going to encourage
increased nuclear proliferation within
their country? Because generally the
response from countries that feel
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threatened from such a system is to
ramp up their production of more nu-
clear weapons so they can overwhelm
our system. It is not just China we are
talking about. This has profound rami-
fications with India and Pakistani nu-
clear policy, perhaps one of the most
dangerous areas of nuclear prolifera-
tion on the globe right now. We need to
ask ourselves what will be the response
of these other nations. Even though
the Bush administration is claiming
that such a shield is not meant to bet-
ter Russia or China but rather the
rogue nuclear threat that may exist
out there at some point in the future,
but I am still not convinced that our
handling of foreign policy as it relates
to China is the best course of action
right now. We are very close to engag-
ing them in a new Cold War atmos-
phere as we start the 21st century when
I feel it can be ultimately avoided.

Mr. TIERNEY. Reclaiming my time
just for a second, conjure up now infor-
mation in the report that the adminis-
tration and the Department of Defense
should let us debate and talk about,
about phantom trajectories, about the
prospect of as the radar passes from
one to a second radar, there are phan-
tom tracks and that they are unable to
control missiles shot against those
phantom tracks, what is the message
they send to a Russia or a China? How
much time do they have to decide
whether or not these are in fact some-
thing going after a phantom track or
are they the launch of an offensive ca-
pacity against them? And now you un-
derstand somewhat why they feel that
if you put this national missile defense
on the drawing table, they already
threatened that they will increase
their supply of national defense mis-
siles in the case of China or in Russia
that they will not go into a program or
agreement with us to de-alert those
that they already have.

We should all know that is one thing
the President has talked about doing
that we should support is de-alerting as
many on each side as we can and mov-
ing towards incapacitating them or at
least having them situated where it
takes a subsequent and a sufficient
amount of time to have to get them ac-
tivated so we can step back from the
precipice and have a more reasonable
policy on that.

Mr. DOGGETT. I just wanted to point
out to the gentleman from Wisconsin
that former Defense Secretary William
Perry made much the same point that
you are making within the last few
months in saying that even, quote, a
relatively small deployment of defen-
sive systems could have the effect of
triggering a regional nuclear arms race
of considerable proportion.

As we look around the world, as you
were just doing, you really cannot find
any enthusiasm out there among our
weak allies or among our strongest al-
lies, some of whom we will have to
count on to put these forward radar
stations in their countries. None of
them are coming forward and saying,
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please give us this defense. It seems to
be more of a political defense in this
country.

Certainly there are some weapons
manufacturers who see hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars of future contracts out
of this. But as you search around the
world, have you seen any indication of
support in other parts of the world for
this kind of system? I know the cur-
rent Lone Star approach as carried
here and somewhat misguidedly to
Washington is that it no longer makes
any difference what the rest of the
world thinks, but what does the rest of
the world think about this?

Mr. KIND. It is interesting. The
President is abroad right now in Eu-
rope trying to sell at least partly on
this trip the merits of his missile de-
fense program. It was interesting to
read some comments from some of the
military experts within France who
kind of chuckled at the thought. They
are not obviously enthusiastic sup-
porters of the program. They said, well,
we kind of tried that, too, after the
First World War. It was called the Ma-
ginot Line, trying to deal with a per-
ceived threat. Obviously we saw how
well that worked during the Second
World War. Once the enemy saw what
type of defense system was deployed,
they figured out a way to get around it.
That is the concern really for a lot of
our allies, our European allies whom
we are going to have to rely on and
work with in order to bring greater
stability across the globe. That I think
is a very, very important issue.

I think all of us here in the House
have seen the defense reviews from
CIA, from the Defense Department,
ranking the real threats that we face
today, from the greatest threats to the
least threat. Missile defense, a launch
of a nuclear missile basically airmailed
to us because we will know exactly
where it was launched from and who
sent it, is one of the least likely
threats we face right now in our na-
tional security basket. More likely it
would come from biological terrorism
or shipping a nuclear device in a boat
up the Hudson or up the Potomac
River, for instance, than someone
would just airmail a nuclear weapon
towards us. Yet what is most troubling
with the Bush administration’s ap-
proach to this is they are defunding a
lot of the important nonproliferation
programs we have in place at the De-
partment of Energy right now and the
nuclear collaboration programs that
we need to be pursuing and funding in
order to reduce the threat of nuclear
proliferation or terrorism across the
globe. Yet in the budget that they sub-
mitted, there were serious funding cut-
backs in an area that we should be en-
couraging and investing wisely in.
That I think is another serious issue.

Again, I thank my friend from Mas-
sachusetts for claiming some time this
evening to talk about this very impor-
tant issue. I have a feeling we have not
had the last word on this subject.
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Mr. TIERNEY. I thank the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. We certainly
have not, I hope.

For the last word I would like to rec-
ognize the gentlewoman from Illinois
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to congratulate my colleague
from Massachusetts for putting to-
gether such an assembly of experts on
the subject, including yourself, who
have presented so many important
facts. We have scientific expertise and
budgetary expertise.

I have two reasons primarily that I
oppose the national missile defense. I
wish I had a poster. It would be one of
Isabel Hart, age 3, and Eve
Schakowsky, age 1, my grand-
daughters. More than anything in the
whole world, I want them to be safe. If
I thought that I could be part of this
United States Congress to create a
safety shield for these children, believe
me, I would. But the more I have
learned from my colleague from Massa-
chusetts and others and reading about
it and talking to the experts, I am con-
vinced that far from creating a safety
shield, that this plan actually endan-
gers my granddaughters.

Today, a number of us participated in
a press conference where Peace Action,
Women’s Action for New Directions,
Physicians for Social Responsibility
announced their plan to deliver thou-
sands of petitions to Members of Con-
gress from people across the country
expressing opposition to Star Wars. I
had visitors from the North Suburban
Peace Initiative from my district who
delivered that same message to my of-
fice.

I am proud and grateful that my con-
stituents understand the risks and re-
alities involved with President Bush’s
national missile defense plans. I hope
that all of my colleagues had an oppor-
tunity to review the important mate-
rials that they and other committed
citizens distributed on the Hill this
week.

National missile defense is a program
that is destined for failure on so many
levels.
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NO NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker,
since the Reagan administration, we
have been urged by wishful thinkers to
deploy a system for which workable
technologies does not exist, and now
many years and billions and billions of
dollars later the Bush administration
is still pursuing what I view is an irre-
sponsible, unnecessary and unrealistic
policy.

Mr. Speaker, the fact that it does not
work and we have heard experts talk
about how much it does not work is ac-
tually not the most important thing to
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me. The most important thing is that
it really should not work, because I
fear that moving forward with national
missile defense will actually under-
mine our security by igniting Cold War
II and will reverse the diplomatic
progress we have made over the last
decade. It will make us less safe and
less secure.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY).

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY) for yielding to me.

Let me just end this hour-plus, with
the courtesy of our colleague, by say-
ing that this administration, as I start-
ed off by saying, has a ready, shoot, in-
their-name approach to this whole pol-
icy. This is much like what has been
going on with a number of the policies
of this administration. They have uni-
laterally claimed that the Kyoto Pro-
tocol was dead. They have started to
retract on that and are now talking
about limitations on carbon dioxide
and talking about cooperating with our
international friends.

They have asserted that a pull-out of
forces from the Balkans was imminent
and now they are talking about cooper-
ating and being sure that they do not
pull out unilaterally.

They have talked about an express
intent not to engage in the Middle East
but reality has struck there and they
have not only one envoy by two over
there. They have talked about halting
diplomatic initiatives in North Korea
and now, in fact, they are starting to
engage, or at least in all of these re-
spects they are using semantics in
talking about that. I hope they are
being truthful in their attempt to
move forward in that regard, although
I fear that they may be just sort of
smoothing and massaging what is
going on while the President is abroad.

Today, their administration policies
have always been leap before you
think, leap before you look, whether it
is domestic policy on the tax cut that
cuts enormous amounts of money with-
out deciding what we have for needs
first or for obligations, and now we are
talking about a national missile de-
fense system which decidedly has not
been proven to work, decidedly has not
been tested and decidedly does not
have tests planed to move us forward
in that regard.

Now I understand that the Depart-
ment of Defense is going to tell us that
they are pulling back and in fact they
are going to start a testing regime,
with a white team and a blue team and
a red team that are going to throw up
countermeasures and test against them
and have somebody evaluate that.

The fact of the matter is, Secretary
of Defense Mr. Rumsfeld is still talking
about deploying and moving forward at
tremendous cost, not only financially
but in terms of relationships and diplo-
matic relationships with other nations,
even before we determine whether or
not the system can work, even before
we determine whether or not it fits
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within our priorities, given all the
other needs that we have in national
security and otherwise, and even before
we determine whether or not it is going
to fit into the plans of stability for this
Nation and the world.

So I hope that this tonight was a
start in a conversation on this. I hope
that we can impress upon the Sec-
retary of Defense to allow us to release
to the public Mr. Coyle’s report from
the OT&E office so that we can discuss
that and debate it openly. It talks
about some serious reservations and
some serious concerns about moving
forward and deploying before, in fact,
we should be.

I thank the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) for joining us
on that and all the other Members who
participated tonight and I look forward
to an open debate so the American peo-
ple can really understand what is in-
volved here and what is at stake and
the dangers and responsibilities attend-
ant to it.

————
GLOBAL WARMING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
will be discussing global warming to-
night but I would like to just say one
or two words and I would hope that my
colleagues in the next presentation
about the strategic defense initiative
will have a debate. I would be very
happy, along with others here, to par-
ticipate on the other side of that issue.

Let me just say I could not disagree
with my colleagues more on the issue
of missile defense. I am the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Space and Aer-
onautics and we do have the capacity
and the capability of knocking down an
enemy missile that might have a nu-
clear warhead that would murder mil-
lions of Americans.

Should we have a defense to prevent
millions of Americans from being in-
cinerated if the Communist Chinese
would launch a rocket at us? I think
that it is prudent that we try to de-
velop the system.

The answer to many of the questions
that were brought up tonight is that if
the system does not work and cannot
be made to work, we will not buy the
system. It is incumbent upon us, in-
cumbent upon us, to spend the money
that is necessary to see if that system
can be developed. I believe it not only
can be developed but we have already
knocked out of the sky several missiles
that were launched from other loca-
tions without a previous flight plan, I
might add.

What we have today, we knew they
were coming but not exactly what the
flight plan was. Let me just say this, in
the future I would hope, especially the
young lady with two grandchildren,
that she does not face a situation
where an American President is told
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the Chinese have just launched a mis-
sile; there is nothing we can do, noth-
ing we can do but let it incinerate a
part of the United States. I hope her
children are not there or her grand-
children are not there. We have to look
at this as a real possibility.

The Communist Chinese have dra-
matically expanded the capabilities of
their missile offense, and mutually as-
sured destruction means nothing to
that enemy. Those Americans who are
listening to this might think it would
be prudent that America in the future
would have a system to defend itself in
case the Communist Chinese would
threaten the United States with an at-
tack that would murder millions of its
people unless we give in. I think it is a
very prudent course of action.

I will be very happy to debate with
my colleagues in the weeks and days
ahead if they want to have a debate
rather than a presentation here on the
floor.

Now I do have my presentation to-
night, which I have on global warming,
especially considering that President
Bush has come under severe attack for
his refusal to bow before the pressure
of a very well-organized effort that
they are trying to pressure him to ac-
cept the idea that the world is in peril
because it is becoming more and more
warm because of industrialization. It is
vital that the public understand that
what is going on in this attack against
President Bush is about a political
agenda; that global warming is not a
scientific imperative. It is a politi-
cally-driven theory.

Those espousing global warming are
building on public fear and apprehen-
sion. Young people in particular are
being lied to about the environment
and about global warming. Global
warming, of course, is one of the worst
falsehoods that they talk about. When
I meet with student groups, it is clear
they are being told false things about a
lot of areas of the environment.

In fact, I meet every student group
from my district that comes to Wash-
ington, D.C. I always ask them the
same question: How many of them be-
lieve that the air today in Southern
California is cleaner or worse than it
was when I went to high school in
Southern California 35 years ago? Con-
sistently, 95 percent of these students
who live in Southern California who
are coming to my office say they be-
lieve that the air quality today is so
much worse than it was when I went to
high school and how lucky I was to live
in an era, in the early 1960s, when we
had such clean air in Southern Cali-
fornia.

This, of course, is 180 degrees wrong.
These young people have been system-
atically lied to about their environ-
ment. They are being told they are
being poisoned by the air. But, in fact,
the air quality in Southern California
is better than it has ever been in my
lifetime. They cannot believe it when
they hear it.

They also cannot believe that the
quality of the Potomac River, the

June 12, 2001

water quality around us, is better, even
the quality of the soil. Even the num-
ber of trees and forests that we have
have increased. They have been lied to
time and again about the environment,
and again the global warming theory is
the worst of all.

These lies are being used to justify to
Americans of all ages, to justify a cen-
tralization of power in Washington,
D.C. and a centralization of power in
global government through the United
Nations and other institutions that are
run by unelected and unaccountable
authorities.

Let us get into what global warming
is all about. Global warming is a the-
ory that carbon fuel, coal, oil, gas, et
cetera, that this carbon-based fuel is
putting CO, into the atmosphere, and
CO; is causing the temperature to rise,
which will cause a drastic change in
the weather, the ice flows, animal life,
plant life on our planet.

First and foremost, let us recognize
this: All of the recent scientific reports
agree that there may, or may not, be a
minor change in the planet’s average
temperature over this last 100 years.
There is no conclusive proof that man
is the cause of that perhaps minor
change.

That is not what we are being told.
The American public is being told all
of these scientific reports are claiming
that global warming is absolutely a
fact and there is no arguing with it.
One reads those reports and they will
find that there are weasel words and
there are all sorts of caveats in these
reports that suggest the scientific com-
munity cannot say this.

Climate science seems to be a very
recent entry into the pantheon of sci-
entific study. Prior to 1980, there was
only a handful of climatologists. Now
they seem to be everywhere. Try to
find a researcher on global warming
who is not in some way tied to some
sort of research contract by the Fed-
eral Government. Now, could it be that
the reason for the increase in the num-
bers of global warming advocates has
something to do with the access to gov-
ernment funding for research?

Eight years ago, when President
Clinton took over the executive
branch, he saw to it that there would
be no one getting scientific research
grants from our government unless
they furthered the global warming the-
ory.

We were tipped off to this when the
lead scientist, and I would say the Di-
rector of Energy Research for the De-
partment of Energy, Mr. Will Happer,
was precipitously fired from his posi-
tion because he did not agree with the
global warming theory and did not be-
lieve that it had been proven. He wrote
a little article about it, and Vice Presi-
dent Gore came down on him like an
iron fist and he was out of that job.

Dr. Happer, I might add, is now a pro-
fessor of physics at Princeton Univer-
sity. But his removal as the director of
research at the Department of Energy
sent a message, clearly heard through-
out the scientific community, you do
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not agree with global warming; you are
not going to get the contract. This has
gone on for 8 years.

There does not appear to be much in-
formation on global climate change
prior to the mid-1980s. What we have
been able to find out, prior to that
time period, is that generally people in
those times, the scientists, were argu-
ing that we were on the edge of a new
ice age. It was not global warming.
Then it was global cooling.
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In fact, in the span of 20 years, cli-
mate models have gone from predicting
our eminent demise by freezing to
death in a new ice age, to being baked
in an oven to death in a global furnace.
Interestingly enough, some of the lead-
ing proponents of global warming used
to be the same advocates for global
cooling.

Now, historically speaking we know
that the globe and its climate have dif-
ferent ebbs and flows, and there have
been ice ages in the past and there
have been tropical ages in the past,
without interference from man. That is
even before man came on the scene.

In the last 1,000 years, for example,
we have witnessed, even since man has
been on the scene, in this last 1,000
years, we have witnessed a huge tem-
perature swing over much of the world.
Early in the last millennium, Lief
Erickson established a colony on
Greenland, and that colony on Green-
land was free of snow for over half a
year every year. In less than 100 years,
100 years later, that colony had to be
abandoned because the climate had
grown so much colder and the snow so
much thicker that a new ice age ap-
peared and apparently was on the way,
a mini-ice age, not making Greenland
hospitable to human habitation any-
more.

I wonder in the current climate of
scientific investigation what would
have been predicted had scientists been
available then to chart the course of
what direction the world was going. We
probably would have been told then
that the Earth was on its way to an en-
vironment in which only the Eskimos
would survive, and all of this was due
to, who can tell? Certainly humankind
had very little influence on the weath-
er and temperatures then. No one could
argue that.

Of course, that trend and lower tem-
peratures reversed itself. Yes, it was
getting cooler; but it then reversed
itself, because at some point the Earth
naturally has a way to adapt to cooler
or warmer temperatures.

This historical recollection gives us a
reason for concern about some of the
trend lines. You take a trend line going
in one direction and launch it way out
into the future to see that that may
not be accurate. It may not be accurate
because the world can adapt.

If, in fact we have a minuscule trend
towards warming, it could be that we
are in fact emerging. Right now, in-
stead of having the trend line being
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ominous, all it could mean is a trend
line of minuscule warming, 1 degree in
100 years. It could mean that we are
just emerging from a cooling period,
from a period that is a little bit cooler.

Now, none of us should forget our les-
sons that we learned in sixth grade
about those huge glaciers. Remember
that? The huge glaciers once covered
all of North America. In fact, it hap-
pened three or four times. The glaciers
would come down, go back, and most of
North America and Europe were cov-
ered. In fact, the Great Lakes were, if
I remember what I was taught, were
gouged out by these glaciers; and when
the glaciers receded, these lakes were
filled with water.

Well, when the glaciers moved for-
ward, it represented a major change in
the global climate towards global cool-
ing. When the glaciers retreated, and
we are now in a time period when the
glaciers are retreating, that must
mean that the Earth is getting a little
bit warmer. Well, to use that as some
sort of scientific basis to say that hu-
mankind is creating a warming trend
on our planet that threatens and puts
our planet in peril is nonsense. The one
thing that those glaciers going back
and forth did not indicate was that
human beings had anything to do with
the global weather change that was
taking place. Nor did human beings
have anything to do with the fact that
all the dinosaurs were killed off by this
global change in weather.

It seems to me that to understand
climate change, we need hundreds of
thousands of years’ worth of observa-
tion and far more types of data than
are currently available. Instead of seri-
ous scientific investigation and debate,
most of those currently clamoring
about climate change are looking at
unbelievably shallow evidence and
rushing to the conclusion that human
beings are the cause of this change.
But human beings were not around
when these other traumatic changes
happened in weather and temperature,
which occurred in our distant past.

Recently, we have been treated to
yvet another spectacle of media cli-
mate-change hype. As I say, our Presi-
dent is under attack. Our new Presi-
dent, George W. Bush, made it clear
that the United States will not be
bound by the so-called Kyoto Protocol.

The liberal media and academic es-
tablishment went berserk. Just think
of it, the President of the United
States is calling into question the va-
lidity of man’s impact on the global
climate. Again, elitists have arro-
gantly labeled an American President
as some kind of a moron. Well, they did
the same thing to Ronald Reagan when
he tried to end the Cold War, and they
were dramatically wrong then too.

George W. Bush is intelligent, and he
has common sense. A few days ago the
American people were presented some-
thing to make them believe that
George W. Bush was not so intelligent.
They were presented with a National
Academy of Science report on climate
change.
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Now, if you read your newspaper
about a week ago or saw the network
news coverage, you would think that
the President had been dressed down by
the scientific community and that,
once again, the experts had solidly, sol-
idly, rallied behind the contention that
global warming is here and it is a re-
sult of human action and that that de-
termination is irrefutable. Well, that is
what you would believe by the news re-
ports.

Dan Rather, let us take a look at Dan
Rather’s report in particular. Dan
Rather on CBS news was perhaps the
worst in terms of his bias and inaccu-
racy of the presentation of that report.
His 1lead to the story stated
uncategorically that the report had
proved global warming was here and
that humans were the cause. How
many listeners noted that after 3 min-
utes of Dan Rather’s report, that at the
end of that report, Dan Rather’s own
correspondent stated that the National
Academy had not stated that humans
were the cause of the temperature in-
crease, and that temperature increase
was 1 degree over 100 years?

Now, how many people noticed that?
You had Dan Rather leading into his
report that the report stated unequivo-
cally that there had been the global
warming and that humans were the
cause. Yet at the end of the report, his
own reporter put a little tag on that
that they could not absolutely say that
it was caused by human actions and
human activity.

The National Academy of Science re-
port is filled with weasel words and ca-
veats. That was true of many of the
other scientific investigations. Almost
every one of the scientific investiga-
tions, the findings about global warm-
ing were not conclusive enough to
make any solid statement other than
words to the effect that further re-
search is necessary.

Just like Dan Rather, it totally
misportrayed what that report was all
about. Over and over and over again,
the American people have heard about
reports that global warming is abso-
lutely here, and it has been
misportrayed to them. That is not
what those reports have said. Some-
times reports have said that, and you
go back to who did the reports, just a
very small group of radicals who are
not respected by the scientific commu-
nity in those reports. Yet we hear
about the reports all the time, and we
see these same misquoted reports as
being used to justify dramatic head-
lines and very frightening reports over
the broadcast news media.

For the record, I will submitting two
documents highlighting some of the ca-
veats and some of the weasel words,
you might say, in the NRC report that
indicates that the NRC is not making
that conclusive and unequivocal deci-
sion that global warming is here and
that humans caused that, which is
what we heard on CBS news and read in
the newspapers throughout this coun-
try and were used to beat our President
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up. Falsehoods. That is what was used
to beat our President up. I will submit
this for the record.

By the way, the report states that
the temperature on Earth, again, let
me state this, may or may not be, may
or may not be, 1 degree warmer than it
was 100 years ago. One degree change
over 100 years. Think about that. A 1-
degree change? These experts cannot
predict the weather one day in ad-
vance. How can they predict and cal-
culate and analyze the weather back
100 years ago, when they did not have
any of the scientific equipment that
was available to them, that is available
to them today? How can anyone give
credibility and be given credibility
claiming a minuscule temperature
change that supposedly has taken place
across the face of this enormous plan-
et?

Remember, 100 years ago they did not
have any satellites; they did not even
have telephone communications in
most of the world. But across the face
of this planet, that it was cooler then
by a whole 1 degree? Can anyone listen
to that with a straight face? Give me a
break. Give the American people a
break.

Well, one remembers just a few years
ago President Clinton was so com-
mitted to proving this theory that he
invited hundreds of climatologists who
agreed with global warming to the
White House. These were people who he
thought were sympathetic to the glob-
al warming theories. During that time
in the White House, I understand a
major storm broke out in Washington
and was just drenching the entire area;
and well, what happened is that of all
those hundreds of climatologists that
came to the White House to reconfirm
global warming, only three of them
thought ahead enough to bring umbrel-
las.

So, what does that tell you? These
are the people who are going to decide
who can guide us down the path of ac-
cepting global warming, which then
would lead us to dramatic changes in
our lives because we would be giving
power and centralization of authority
away from what we have it today.

What is essential to the global warm-
ing theory, of course, is not just that
the temperature is on the rise, but that
human beings, especially western civ-
ilization, and particularly those of us
who live in America, we are at fault;
the Americans, the people who live in
western civilization and human beings
in general, we are the ones at fault for
global warming.

Okay, so let us concede before we get
into that that the Earth may or may
not be 1 degree hotter than it was 100
years ago. That, however, is not nec-
essarily a catastrophe. If the Earth is 1
degree warmer now than it was 100
years ago, that may be a good thing. It
may be baloney; it may be a good
thing. I do not know. It may be a good
thing, especially if that 1 degree warm-
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er is a nighttime temperature in the
northern hemisphere in the fall or win-
ter. That would be a very wonderful
thing, to have it a little bit warmer
during that time.

In fact, some of the people claiming
to believe in the global warming theory
are in fact saying that is how our tem-
perature increases, it is 1 degree in the
northern hemisphere, and I do not
think that that is such a big calamity.

Furthermore, let us say that the
worst calamity comes true, which is we
are being told perhaps over the next 100
years we could face a 5-degree rise in
temperature. That is their wildest sce-
nario. Well, that may or may not be a
bad thing.

I certainly do not believe that this is
happening, but let us just suggest it is
not bad enough for us to give away our
freedom and lower the standard of liv-
ing of our people and do many of the
other dramatic things that global
warming theorists are trying to push
off on us.

People in the northern hemisphere,
like us Americans, well, you know, we
might not be so bad off. Maybe there
will be a longer growing period in Can-
ada and places like that. However, do
not get your shorts on yet or sell your
winter boots. There probably is no
global warming.

Having said what I just said, the
Earth tends to adjust itself naturally,
and even if there is global warming,
the Earth may just well adjust for it. It
may be some water vapor that is
warmed off the ocean, and that tends
to cool off the Earth. The scare-
mongers do not want to tell us that the
Earth has an ability to adjust if things
get a little warmer; that it is affected
by different things and then it gets a
little cooler.
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What instead the scaremongers want
to do is make sure that we believe
their global baloney. That is what I
consider it, global baloney.

There are a number of reasonable sci-
entific explanations for a situation
that would have us a few degrees hot-
ter or a few degrees cooler. It is not
that humankind is living too well.

The Earth’s orbit is elliptical, and
there are times when we are closer and
sometimes when we are further from
the sun. That small difference of sev-
eral thousand miles equates to a tre-
mendous difference in the amount of
energy that reaches the Earth. So
where is the data in terms of the anal-
ysis of this in relationship to global
warming? Where is that analysis?

The ancient Mayans and Aztecs ob-
served a 208-year solar cycle where
solar activities increase for 104 years,
followed by 104 years of declining ac-
tivity. We have all seen these solar
storms. Modern science has confirmed
their observations. We are now at a
halfway point between the cycles of
solar activity. Can we expect, and we
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maybe can expect, 50 more years of
solar activity being on the increase,
which would mean a moderate warming
trend. That is before the temperatures
begin to fall. A one-degree increase in
the global temperature, even if that is
there, might be explained by these
solar storms.

We know the ancient Mayans and
Aztec observations about this solar
phenomenon have been confirmed. But
have the global warming alarmists
brought this into their calculations?

How about water? Water comprises
three-quarters of the world. Given the
sheer volume of water on this planet, it
surely has a tremendous impact on the
temperature of the air. However, there
are no accurate global ocean tempera-
ture readings that go back more than
10 years, and those that do are pri-
marily based on satellite observations
of surface temperatures. Those read-
ings do not include deep water. In fact,
we have absolutely zero understanding
of deep water temperatures, and almost
no understanding of deep water ocean
currents. How can we possibly ignore
that data when trying to calculate
something as overwhelming as global
warming?

Global warming studies did not take
into consideration the ocean tempera-
ture, and sometimes when they did it
did not give them the right facts, so
they just went on to something else.

It also did not take into consider-
ation the clouds. Much less the oceans,
it does not take into consideration the
clouds, which are even more important
to determining the Earth’s tempera-
ture. Clouds, of course, have every-
thing to do with cooling things off.

Dr. Richard Lindzen of MIT has prov-
en that as temperatures rise, more
clouds are formed. This is part of the
natural way the Earth reacts. If there
is a little more warming, there would
be more clouds, and it would cool the
Earth off. More clouds in turn reflect
more heat back into space, and thus it
cools the Earth.

It is cooler when there are clouds
out. If Members do not believe it, I ask
them to stand outside on a hot summer
day and see what happens when a cloud
passes overhead.

Let me tell Members an interesting
thing that happened to me. I have been
in Congress now 13 years, but a few
years ago, a Federal administrator of
an agency came into my office. He
made me promise not to disclose what
my source was. He then went on to tell
me that all the global warming studies
were flawed because they never took
into account how cloud cover affected
the temperature readings that they
were recording.

How do we determine whether or not
it was a cloudy day when the tempera-
ture readings were taken in various
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parts of the world 100 years ago? Give
us a break. They cannot even tell us
how those temperatures were taken,
who was taking the temperatures.
Were they people who were trained?
Were the instruments calibrated? Much
less they cannot tell us was it a cloudy
day that time they took the tempera-
ture.

Global temperature records either do
not exist or are absolutely flawed, and
they are flawed to such a degree for 100
years ago that they might as well be
useless in trying to calculate some-
thing like global warming. Actually,
most of the records do not go back any
further than 50 years in our urban
areas, which of course the urban areas
tend to be much warmer than rural
areas because they have all that con-
crete and cement.

There are few records that extend be-
yond 100 years, and there is no way of
determining those records. Even the 50-
year records are in question, because
most of them are in the cities and not
spread throughout the planet. And
these people who are telling us about
global warming, we are going to say
they have a scientific basis for what
they are talking about?

Although we talk about global tem-
peratures rising, that in itself may
mean little because the temperature is
not the only measure of heat. Humid-
ity is an important measure in terms
that are just as important as heat.
Southern California is a lot easier to
live in at 100 degrees than if we are
down in New Orleans in that humid
weather.

So even when our local weatherman
gives the heat index based on tempera-
ture, he also gives us one that is based
on temperature and humidity. These
things are not being calculated by peo-
ple talking about global warming.

Finally, let us talk about climate
models touted by global warming advo-
cates. They do not take into account
the Earth’s orbital change, as we have
said. They do not take into account
solar activity cycles. They do not take
into account the temperature of the
oceans. They do not take into account
the cloud covers. They do not take into
account the accuracy of long-term
temperature readings, as I just said, for
100 years and 50 years back. They do
not take into account humidity.

What they do take into account is a
theoretical calculation of manmade
CO2 content, and lots of hypothetical
data about other manmade pollutants.
But most of the sources of CO2, and
that is what they are claiming is caus-
ing this global warming, that humans
are putting CO2 into the atmosphere,
well, most of the sources for CO2 and
the other so-called greenhouse gases
are naturally-occurring and not man-
made.

Let us make sure everybody under-
stands that. Global warming is a prob-
lem, but mankind is actually one of the
smaller contributors of CO2. It is over-
whelmingly true that the CO2 being
put into our atmosphere comes from
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natural sources. The contributions
made by human beings to these gases
that are turned loose in our atmos-
phere are less than 10 percent of the
total.

Volcanic activity, for example, can
add more to the atmosphere in a few
weeks than all the internal combustion
engines on this planet over the last
decade. Termites and other insects, for
example, are such a large source of
CO2, and it is a larger source of CO2
than all of the industrial plants in the
civilized world. Rotting wood is an-
other offender that dwarfs any human
contribution to this so-called threat.

I do not hear many calls coming from
the people talking about global warm-
ing to bulldoze the rain forests. If they
really believe in global warming, the
rain forests, the rotting wood and the
insects in those rain forests are the
worst contributors. They are the most
evil forces in this planet in putting
global warming out, so we would want
to bulldoze the rain forests. We would
also want to clearcut old growth trees
and plant new young trees, because the
new young trees take the CO2 out of
the atmosphere and replace it with ox-
ygen.

Mr. Speaker, we do not hear many
people who are global warming activ-
ists calling for the bulldozing of our
rain forests. We do not hear many of
them calling for the cutting down, the
clearcutting, of old growth trees, or ad-
vocating nuclear energy, which is a
tremendous source of energy which
puts no CO2 into the atmosphere.

What is most frightening about the
public acceptance of the global warm-
ing theory is that the solutions are not
to clearcut old growth, they are not to
tear down these rain forests. Instead,
the solutions we are being offered to
global warming are policies that would
dramatically reduce the standard of
living of hundreds of millions of people,
especially the people of the United
States.

President Bush was 100 percent right
in rejecting the Kyoto Protocol and de-
manding further scientific research for
any drastic government policies to be
put into place.

The most frightening element of the
global warming debate is that intel-
ligent people, backed up by so-called
experts, are advocating that we Ameri-
cans give up our way of life, our stand-
ard of living, and yes, our freedom.
Global warming advocates would have
us give authority to unelected inter-
national officials. No one who has ever
been elected will ever be the one who
will be calling the shots if we give up
all of our authority and the power to
run our lives and our economies to peo-
ple in the United Nations or other
worldwide authorities that are run by
unelected environmental bureaucrats.

These bureaucrats, government offi-
cials, will have power over our lives if
these global warming fanatics get their
way. That is the purpose of the global
warming steamroller that is coming
down the political road. They are try-
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ing to force us to give up our freedoms
in the name of some threat that does
not exist.

Americans, of course, are the bad
guys. We are being portrayed as the
bad guys to the whole world. Thank
goodness we have a President that is
standing up for us, because here in the
United States even poor people have a
decent standard of living. If the Kyoto
Protocol was implemented and is im-
plemented, within a generation we
would be living as Chinese peasants,
knee deep in sewage and fighting for
grains of rice in order to fend off immi-
nent starvation.

What is not mentioned by these glob-
al warming advocates is mentioned
here, that Americans have maintained
a higher standard of living in the world
for the last century than any other
country in the world. That is what
they are trying to bring down. That is
the enemy, our high standard of living.

They have based their analysis on
global warming based on units of
wealth, and when they do, if they base
it on units of wealth, the United States
is one of the smallest polluters, be-
cause in terms of the amount of wealth
we are producing for our people to
enjoy a good life, we actually produce
so much wealth and little pollution per
amount of wealth. But the Kyoto Pro-
tocol is based on CO2 emissions per
capita, not on given units of wealth.

This approach by its very nature is
aimed at dooming America’s high
standard of living by mandating that
we give up this high standard of living
in order to eliminate the CO2s that are
going into the air, when in fact we live
in a country that has done more to im-
prove the environment and to bring in
cleaner sources of energy than any
country of the world, especially third-
world countries like China.

By the way, the Kyoto Protocol ex-
empts China and other so-called devel-
oping countries from the severe regu-
latory restraints that will be necessary
to sustain and to fulfill the Kyoto Pro-
tocol. What we will have is manufac-
turing companies closing up in droves
in the United States to move to the
Third World. What it means is our chil-
dren and our grandchildren will suffer
tremendously. They will have a lower
standard of living. We will have a world
market dominated, of course, by WTO,
World Trade Organization regulators
who come from third-world countries
who do not have free elections, who
probably are going to be bribed by
countries like China.

So we are going to give up our sov-
ereignty, we are going to give up our
authority, to run our lives as is envi-
sioned by the Kyoto Protocol and the
WTO and the rest of these folks? We
are going to do that?

What will that mean? That will mean
the American middle class will be
crushed. The working poor in America
will see their standard of living go
down dramatically. As Ross Perot said,
that giant sucking sound is our money,
our jobs, and our future going right
down the drain.
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But that is what global warming is
all about. They have not proven it. It
has not been proven to us that global
warming even exists, much less that
mankind has caused it. But they have
got to keep us believing that that is
what these scientific reports claim so
we will go along with this plan to give
up our rights and our freedom and to
lower the standard of living of the
American people.

The Kyoto treaty never went to the
Senate because President Clinton knew
he could not even get one vote for this
monstrously misguided proposal, but
thank goodness, President Bush is
standing up for us and against that
steamroller.
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Al Gore, of course, was one of the
world’s strongest advocates for the
Kyoto Protocol and of global warming
restrictions being placed on the Amer-
ican people.

Now, this is not the first time the
American people, that people have
tried to frighten us into accepting
some kind of cockamamie idea. I re-
member when I was a kid, I went to
Thanksgiving one day, and what do
you know, my mom did not have any
cranberries on the table.

She did not have any cranberries on
the table. I said, mom, you know, this
is Thanksgiving, where is the cran-
berries? Cranberries cause cancer. And
so for 2 years at Thanksgiving, my
family, and I might add hundreds of
millions of other families, did not have
cranberries for Thanksgiving.

Then you know what? We found out
that it was all just like global warm-
ing, it was all baloney. Those cran-
berries did not cause cancer at all. But
what do those scaremongers manage to
do? It lowered this festival. It lowered
the festivities and the joyous occasion
of having Thanksgiving by taking
away cranberries. And, yeah, guess
what? It put hundreds of cranberry
farmers out of business, drove them
out of business. People lost their fam-
ily farms and their lives were de-
stroyed for many, many years ahead.
Oh, sorry, we were wrong.

I also remember Dr. Meryl Streep, re-
member when she came here to Con-
gress to testify that alar in apples was
the threat to people’s health. And for
one year, the apple industry in our
country and other countries was de-
stroyed.

Hundreds of families who owned
those apple orchards were put out of
work. Their families gone forever.
Their family fortune gone forever.
They could not make their payments
because for a full year the American
people were frightened about that and,
of course, what did we find out, no, alar
does not cause cancer, sorry.

I even remember as a young man
when I was told that cyclamates cause
cancer. The American soda pop indus-
try had invested hundreds of millions
of dollars to develop a new sweetener
cyclamates in order to make sure that,
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number one, we would be able to use it
and it would be used in drinks, and we
did not have to depend on sugar, it was
healthier for you, et cetera, et cetera.
But all of a sudden some people began
claiming that it was causing cancer.
Cyclamates cause cancer.

Well, guess what? Canada never took
cyclamates out of their soda pop, and
then after about 10 years or 12 years of
having the cyclamates forced out at a
cost of again hundreds of millions of
dollars that just evaporated from our
economy, what happened is the Food
and Drug Administration quietly
moved forward and said, oh, by the way
we were mistaken, cyclamates do not
cause cancer after all.

This is the type of nonsense our
young people are being fed in their
schools every day. They are being told
that their environment is getting
worse and worse and worse, and they
might as well give up because they can
give up their freedoms, trust in the
government, trust in international or-
ganizations, trust in people who have
all this hoopla on about global warm-
ing, and about how the environment is
getting worse. They are being lied to in
the very same way.

Our young people today, and let me
tell my colleagues one other incident
that happened to me as a young person.
Most people know that I am one of the
few surfers in Congress. And, in fact, I
am a scuba diver. I am a surfer, and I
am an ocean person.

I was scuba diving just a few months
ago, and I will tell you that 3 days ago
I was in the ocean surfing off of my dis-
trict off of Huntington Beach. It was in
the Bolsa Chica area and I was surfing
there for 2 hours. It was a great day of
surfing.

When I was a young reporter and that
is how I got into this world of politics,
I was assigned to cover Jacques
Cousteau who happened to be one of
my heroes. I mean I was a scuba diver
and I loved the ocean and I went to
UCLA, and there he was speaking at
UCLA.

Jacques Cousteau was speaking to
these college students, and he was very
pessimistic and I said, gee, I just do not
feel right about being so pessimistic
about things in the ocean.

So when I came up to him afterwards
to do a short radio interview, some
other students stood around and lis-
tened and I said, Mr. Cousteau, is not
there some possibility that perhaps the
oceans will be used as a source of food
for us in the future beyond just catch-
ing fish, like aquaculture and growing
oysters and clams and things and lob-
sters, and is that not a possibility? And
he just came right up to my face and
he said, Did you not hear me? Within 10
years, the oceans will be black goo, to-
tally dead, destroyed. The oceans will
be lifeless. Did not you hear me?

Of course, I never will forget that, be-
cause this guy got right in my face and
he was screaming in my face and he
put on a pretty good show for those
kids. And it has been about 30 years
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since that happened, maybe 25, maybe
25 years since that happened. And
guess what? Jacques Cousteau is dead,
but the oceans are alive.

I was out surfing a few days ago and
I could not help but notice the por-
poises swimming by, and when they
swim up to you, you can rub the bot-
tom of your surf board and they will
come up to you. And it is a wonderful,
wonderful experience. The birds were
flying and diving into the ocean nearby
catching little fish.

I was in the water for 2 hours, and I
was not covered with black goo. Now,
that person, Jacques Cousteau, was a
fine man. He obviously is a hero to
many people like he was to me.

Why did he feel he had to lie to such
a degree? Was it that he did not know
that he was lying, that he did not know
that the oceans were not going to be
black goo within 20 years or 10 years is
what he said. No. Jacques Cousteau
was part of a movement, part of a
movement that feels they have a right
to lie and they have a right to frighten
people, because they have a higher
calling; their higher calling is to save
the environment.

They do not have a right to lie, and
they should be honest about it. And
there are environmental challenges
and the environmental challenges we
face can be corrected and could be met
with better technology, better ma-
chines, better equipment, better energy
sources, but, instead, what we have had
is people lying to us in order for us to
give away our freedom, to agree to
things like the Kyoto Protocol, which
would have extracted from people of
the United States their right to make
their own economic decisions.

It would have left us vulnerable to a
major assault on the economic well-
being of our middle class and our poor-
er people. Yeah, $5 a gallon of gasoline
would not much hurt millionaires or
people with limousines. It would hurt
some of the people who do not have
limousines, but it would be a catas-
trophe to the lower, middle-class and
to the working people of our country.

The Kyoto Protocol, the environ-
mental restrictions that we have heard
from many, many corners quite often
are not based on truth, and tonight
that is what this speech is all about.
This speech is nothing more than say-
ing that we, as a Congress, and as a
people and the American people should
demand, whether we are talking about
the environment, whether we are talk-
ing about other potential threats to
our national security or our economics,
that all we demand is let us talk about
it frankly and honestly, and that the
environmental movement has not done
that.

I am out surfing, like I say, a few
days ago. There are offshore wells off of
my district, and for 25 years, we have
had offshore oil drilling in my district.
Not once has there been a major spill
from those wells. But there has been a
tanker, an oil tanker, that split apart
and we had a major oil spill in our
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area. But yet for years, I have been
fighting with environmentalists trying
to get them to admit that if we do not
have offshore oil wells, which are rel-
atively safe, that means we are going
to have to get our oil from tankers
which are a hundred times more likely
to have a spill.

Yet, these environmental activists
continue to try to negate every at-
tempt to exploit our offshore natural
resources.

In California today, we have an elec-
tric shortage, a horrible electric short-
age. It is going to cause a major de-
cline in the standard of living of many
of our citizens. It is going to put a lot
of our citizens in jeopardy. Our econ-
omy in jeopardy. It has already eaten
billions of dollars that should have
been going into education, our health
care, or other places. Instead, what we
have is a shortage of energy in our
State, even though we have lots of en-
ergy, we have not been permitted to
utilize it.

Offshore in Santa Barbara there is
enough natural gas to provide the en-
ergy we need to produce all the elec-
tricity we would need to make up for
our shortage of electric in California.
We could make up for that shortage for
2 decades, but, yet, those people in
Santa Barbara who own the offshore oil
wells that are already there have not
been permitted even to slant drill from
existing platforms to tap in to the nat-
ural gas that is a huge natural gas de-
posit right off of Santa Barbara.

This is the kind of nonsense. This is
the type of antitruth that brings down
economies, but it exemplifies many of
the arguments that have been pre-
sented to us about global warming and
other so-called environmental chal-
lenges.

Again, I do not want to end this to-
night suggesting that there are no en-
vironmental challenges, because there
are, and there are ways that we can do
it and we can solve these problems and
we can make America cleaner.

Today’s young people have cleaner
water, because today when you look
down at the Potomac River, when I was
a kid, you could not put your finger in
that water. It is clean today, people are
fishing out there.

We have soil. We have ways to clean
the soil in my own district. I helped a
company develop a system and got
them permission and I think it ended
up about a $300,000 contract to take soil
that had been made toxic because it
used to be an old oil sludge pit, 10 acres
of this land that was unusable to the
citizens of our community, and I got
this business going.

We went down there, and this new
technology, within a 60-day time pe-
riod, was able to make that soil totally
clean and those 10 acres of California
real estate perfectly clean and avail-
able if they wanted to for houses, in-
stead they are going to use it as a
park.

They did not have that technology
available 10 years and 20 years ago.
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This is the best time for young people
to be alive. They have more chance of
cleaning up the environment as long as
we let people do it at a profit. That
man who built that machine did not
want to do it just because he had a so-
cial conscience.

He did it because he wanted his com-
pany to make a profit, and the people
that will finance it will be financing
him, cleaning the soil because they
want that land to be used by families
for homes, for their children and they
will make a profit in building those
homes for those families.

This is a wonderful time to be alive.
This is not a time for the American
people to be frightened by scare-
mongers and people who are not telling
the truth about global warming and
other environmental challenges into
giving up our freedom and to doing
things that will result in a lower stand-
ard of living for our people.

Again, every time we do, every time
we give into this type of nonsense, it is
the people at the bottom rung who are
hurt the most. It is the people at the
bottom rung. So as we are finding out
in California, we need to base our deci-
sions on honesty.

If offshore oil drilling and gas drill-
ing is going to help our State have the
energy it needs, we need to move for-
ward with that.

Let me say, I have a new bill that I
am proposing and I will be dropping
within 2 weeks, a new piece of legisla-
tion that will see to it that all new oil
and gas reserves, offshore oil and gas
reserves that are brought online by off-
shore oil and gas development, that
one half of all the tax revenue from all
of this new oil and gas reserves and de-
posits that are being brought online,
half of the tax revenue will be put into
a trust fund that will be used just for
coastal purposes, for water quality and
other coastal projects.
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Ten percent of that new revenue will
go directly to the counties inland from
that development. That way we can de-
velop energy and that way we can have
cleaner water.

All up and down California and all
throughout our country, people do not
know how they are going to take care
of urban runoff. Perhaps my legislation
will help provide the resources for that.

But let us be realistic. Let us not
fight offshore oil drilling because they
say, out of some hysterical nonsense,
that it is a threat to the ocean, because
it is not. I have gone SCUBA diving off
the offshore oil wells in my district,
and that is where all the fish con-
gregate. Believe me, if there was some
problem, those fish would go elsewhere.
Their natural instincts would tell them
to go.

So we have a chance. But what has
been happening is we have been pre-
vented from that because, in the back
of the mind of these environmental ac-
tivists, they want the earth to be free
from dependence on carbon-based en-
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ergy, on CO,. That is all based on what?
That there is a global warming taking
place that is in some way going to
jeopardize and put in peril the earth.

It is time to quit talking nonsense.
Let us talk the truth. I am open-mind-
ed. The people here are open-minded.
Let us try to find a way to meet the en-
vironmental challenges with better
technology and in a way that will pre-
serve the freedom of the people of the
United States, which is the most im-
portant component to developing a bet-
ter world.

CLIMATE CHANGE SCIENCE: AN ANALYSIS OF

SOME KEY QUESTIONS

The following are the key uncertainties
highlighted by the report released by the Na-
tional Research Council on June 6, 2001. All
items are taken directly from the report.

SUMMARY

The changes observed over the last several
decades are likely mostly due to human ac-
tivities, but we cannot rule out that some
significant part of these changes are also a
reflection of natural variability.

Because there is considerable uncertainty
in current understanding of how the climate
system varies naturally and reacts to emis-
sions of greenhouse gases and aerosols, cur-
rent estimates of the magnitude of future
warming should be regarded as tentative and
subject to future adjustments (either upward
or downward).

Reducing the wide range of uncertainty in-
herent in current model predictions of global
climate change will require advances in un-
derstanding and modeling of both (1) the fac-
tors that determine atmospheric concentra-
tions of greenhouse gases and aerosols, and
(2) the so-called ‘‘feedbacks’ that determine
the sensitivity of the climate system to a
prescribed increase in greenhouse gases.
There also is a pressing need for a global ob-
serving system designed for monitoring cli-
mate.

Black carbon aerosols are end-products of
the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels and
biomass burning (forest fires and land clear-
ing). They impact radiation budgets both di-
rectly and indirectly; they are believed to
contribute to global warming, although their
relative importance is difficult to quantify
at this point.

The stated degree of confidence in the
IPCC assessment is higher today than it was
ten, or even five years ago, but uncertainty
remains because of (1) the level of natural
variability inherent in the climate system
on time scales of decades to centuries, (2) the
questionable ability to models to accurately
simulate natural variability on those long
time scales, and (3) the degree of confidence
that can be placed on reconstructions of
global mean temperature over the past mil-
lennium based on proxy evidence.

Climate change simulations for the period
of 1990 to 2100 based on the IPCC emissions
scenarios yield a globally-averaged surface
temperature increase by the end of the cen-
tury of 1.4 to 5.8°C (2.5 to 10.4°F) relative to
1990. The wide range of uncertainly in these
estimates reflects both the different assump-
tions about future concentrations of green-
house gases and aerosols in the various sce-
narios considered by the IPCC and the dif-
fering climate sensitivities of the various
climate and models used in the simulations.

The increase of global fossil fuel carbon di-
oxide emissions in the past decade has aver-
aged 0.6% per year, which is somewhat below
the range of IPCC scenarios, and the same is
true for atmospheric methane concentra-
tions. It is not known whether these slow-
downs in growth rate will persist.
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In addition, changes in cloud cover, in the
relative amounts of high versus low clouds,
and in the mean and vertical distribution of
relative humidity could either enhance or re-
duce the amplitude of the warming. Much of
the difference in predictions of global warm-
ing by various climate models is attributable
to the fact that each model represents these
processes in its own particular way. These
uncertainties will remain until a more fun-
damental understanding of the processes
that control atmospheric relative humidity
and clouds is achieved.

The full WG I report and its Technical
Summary are not specifically directed at
policy. The Summary for Policymakers re-
flects less emphasis on communicating the
basis for uncertainty and a stronger empha-
sis on areas of major concern associated with
human-induced climate change.

Making progress in reducing the large un-
certainties in projections of future climate
will require addressing a number of funda-
mental scientific questions relating to the
buildup of greenhouses gases in the atmos-
phere and the behavior of the climate sys-
tem. Issues that need to be addressed in-
clude, (a) the future usage of fossil fuels, (b)
the future emissions of methane, (c¢) the frac-
tion of the future fossil-fuel carbon that will
remain in the atmosphere and provide radi-
ative forcing versus exchange with the
oceans or net exchange with the land bio-
sphere, (d) the feedbacks in the climate sys-
tem that determine both the magnitude of
the change and the rate of energy uptake by
the oceans, which together determine the
magnitude and time history of the tempera-
ture increases for a given radiative forcing,
(e) details of the regional and local climate
change consequent to an overall level of
global climate change, (f) the nature and
causes of the natural variability of climate
and its interactions with forced changes, and
(g) the direct and indirect effects of the
changing distributions of aerosols.

1. Climate, climate forcings, climate sensitivity,
and transient climate change

The responses of atmospheric water vapor
amount and clouds probably generate the
most important global climate feedbacks.
The nature and magnitude of these
hydrological feedbacks give rise to the larg-
est source of uncertainty about climate sen-
sitivity, and they are in area of continuing
research.

However, the true climate sensitivity re-
mains uncertain, in part because it is dif-
ficult to model the effect of cloud feedback.
In particular, the magnitude and even the
sign of the feedback can differ according to
the composition, thickness and altitude of
the clouds, and some studies have suggested
a lesser climate sensitivity.

2. Natural climatic variations

It is more difficult to estimate the natural
variability of global mean temperature be-
cause large areas of the world are not sam-
pled and because of the large uncertainties
inherent in temperatures inferred from
proxy evidence.

3. Human caused forcings

How land contributes, by location and
processes, to exchanges of carbon with the
atmosphere is still highly uncertain, and is
the possibility that the substantial net re-
moval will continue to occur very far into
the future.

About two-thirds of the current emissions
of methane are released by human activities.
There is no definitive scientific basis for
choosing among several possible expla-
nations for these variations in the rates of
change of global methane concentrations,
making it very difficult to predict its future
atmospheric concentrations.
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The study of the role of black carbon in
the atmosphere is relatively new. As a result
it is characterized poorly as to its composi-
tion, emission source strengths, and influ-
ence on radiation.

Because of the scientific uncertainties as-
sociated with the sources and composition of
carbonaceous aerosols, projections of future
impacts on climate are difficult.

Figure 1 summarizes climate forcings that
have been introduced during the period of in-
dustrial development, between 1750 and 2000,
as estimated by the IPCC. Some of these
forcings, mainly greenhouse gases, are
known quite accurately, while others are
poorly measured. A range of uncertainty has
been estimated for each forcing, represented
by an uncertainty bar or ‘‘whisker’”. How-
ever, these estimates are partly subjective
and it is possible that the true forcing falls
outside the indicated range in some cases.

These estimates account for the non-lin-
earity caused by partial saturation in some
greenhouse gas infrared absorption bands,
yet they are only approximate because of un-
certainty about how efficiently the ocean
and terrestrial biosphere will sequester at-
mospheric COx.

The growth rate of atmospheric methane
has slowed by more than half in the past 2
decades for reasons that are not well under-
stood.

Climate forcing by anthropogenic aerosols
is a large source of uncertainty about future
climate change. On the basis of estimates of
past climate forcings, it seems likely that
aerosols, on a global average, have caused a
negative climate forcing (cooling) that has
tended to offset much of the positive forcing
by greenhouse gases. Even though aerosol
distributions tend to be regional in scale, the
forced climate response is expected to occur
on larger, even hemispheric and global,
scales. The monitoring of aerosol properties
has not been adequate to yield accurate
knowledge of the aerosol climate influence.

The conclusion is that the black carbon
aerosol forcing is uncertain but may be sub-
stantial.

The greatest uncertainty about the aerosol
climate forcing—indeed, the largest of all
the uncertainties about global climate
forcings—is probably the indirect effect of
aerosols on clouds. The great uncer-
tainty about this indirect aerosol climate
forcing presents a severe handicap both for
the interpretation of past climate change
and for future assessments of climate
changes.

It is not implausible that solar irradiance
has been a significant driver of climate dur-
ing part of the industrial era, as suggested
by several modeling studies.

4. Climate system models

However, climate models are imperfect.
Their simulation skill is limited by uncer-
tainties in their formulation, the limited
size of their calculations, and the difficulty
of interpreting their answers that exhibit al-
most as much complexity as in nature.

They also exhibit plausible analogues for
the dominant modes of intrinsic variability,
such as the El1 Nino/Southern Oscillation
(ENSO), although some important discrep-
ancies still remain.

5. Observed climate change during the industrial
era

Because of the large and still uncertain
level of natural variability inherent in the
climate record and the uncertainties in the
time histories of the various forcing agents
(and particularly aerosols), a causal linkage
between the buildup of greenhouse gases in
the atmosphere and the observed climate
changes during the 20th century cannot be
unequivocally established. The fact that the
magnitude of the observed warming is large
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in comparison to natural variability as simu-
lated in climate models is suggestive of such
a linkage, but it does not constitute proof of
one because the model simulations could be
deficient in mnatural variability on the
decadal to century time scale.

This result is based on several analyses
using a variety of proxy indicators, some
with annual resolution and others with less
resolved time resolution. The data become
relatively sparse prior to 1600, and are sub-
ject to uncertainties related to spatial com-
pleteness and interpretation making the re-
sults somewhat equivocal, e.g., less than 90%
confidence. Achieving greater certainty as to
the magnitude of climate variations before
that time will require more extensive data
and analysis. Because of the large and still
uncertain level of natural variability inher-
ent in the climate record and the uncertain-
ties in the time histories of the various forc-
ing agents (and particularly aerosols), a
causal linkage between the buildup of green-
house gases in the atmosphere and the ob-
served climate changes during the 20th cen-
tury cannot be unequivocally established.
The fact that the magnitude of the observed
warming is large in comparison to natural
variability as simulated in climate models is
suggestive of such a linkage, but it does not
constitute proof of one because the model
simulations could be deficient in natural
variability on the decadal to century time
scale.

6. Future climate change

Projecting future climate change first re-
quires projecting the fossil-fuel and land-use
sources of CO, and other gases and aerosols.
How much of the carbon from future use of
fossil fuels will be seen as increases in car-
bon dioxide in the atmosphere will depend on
what fractions are taken up by land and the
oceans. The exchanges with land occur on
various time scales, out to centuries for soil
decomposition in high latitudes, and they
are sensitive to climate change. Their pro-
jection into the future is highly problematic.

IPCC scenarios cover a broad range of as-
sumptions about future economic and tech-
nological development, including some that
allow greenhouse gas emission reductions.
However, there are large uncertainties in un-
derlying assumptions about population
growth, economic development, life style
choices, technological change, and energy al-
ternatives, so that it is useful to examine
scenarios developed from multiple perspec-
tives in comnsidering strategies for dealing
with climate change.

Scenarios for future greenhouse gas
amounts, especially for CO, and CHy, are a
major source of uncertainty for projections
of future climate. Successive IPCC assess-
ments over the past decade each have devel-
oped a new set of scenarios with little discus-
sion of how well observed trends match with
previous scenarios. The period of record is
now long enough to make it useful to com-
pare recent trends with the scenarios, and
such studies will become all the more fruit-
ful as years pass. The increase of global fos-
sil fuel CO, emissions in the past decade,
averaging 0.6% per year, has fallen below the
IPCC scenarios. The growth of atmospheric
CH, has fallen well below the IPCC scenarios.
These slowdowns in growth rates could be
short-term fluctuations that may be re-
versed. However, they emphasize the need to
understand better the factors that influence
current and future growth rates.

On the regional scale and in the longer
term, there is much more uncertainty.

Changes in storm frequency and intensity
are one of the more uncertain elements of fu-
ture climate change prediction.

Whereas all models project global warming
and global increases in precipitation, the
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sign of the precipitation projections vary be-
tween models for some regions.
7. Assessing progress in climate science

After analysis, the committee finds that
the conclusions presented in the SPM and
the Technical Summary (TS) are consistent
with the main body of the report. There are,
however, differences. The primary dif-
ferences reflect the manner in which uncer-
tainties are communicated in the SPM. The
SPM frequently uses terms (e.g. likely, very
likely, unlikely) that convey levels of uncer-
tainty; however, the text less frequently in-
cludes either their basis or caveats. This dif-
ference is perhaps understandable in terms of
a process in which the SPM attempts to un-
derline the major areas of concern associated
with a human-induced climate change. How-
ever, a thorough understanding of the uncer-
tainties is essential to the development of
good policy decisions.

Climate projections will always be far from
perfect. Confidence limits and probabilistic
information, with their basis, should always
be considered as an integral part of the infor-
mation that climate scientists provide to
policy- and decision-makers. Without them,
the IPCC SPM could give an impression that
the science of global warming is ‘‘settled,”
even though many uncertainties still re-
main. The emission scenarios used by IPCC
provide a good example. Human decisions
will almost certainly alter emissions over
the next century. Because we cannot predict
either the course of human populations,
technology, or societal transitions with any
clarity, the actual greenhouse gas emissions
could be either greater or less than the IPCC
scenarios. Without an understanding of the
sources and degree of uncertainty, decision-
makers could fail to define the best ways to
deal with the serious issue of global warm-
ing.

The most valuable contribution U.S. sci-
entists can make is to continually question
basic assumptions and conclusions, promote
clear and careful appraisal and presentation
of the uncertainties about climate change as
well as those areas in which science is lead-
ing to robust conclusions, and work toward a
significant improvement in the ability to
project the future. In the process, we will
better define the nature of the problems and
ensure that the best possible information is
available for policy makers.

Predictions of global climate change will
require major advances in understanding and
modeling of (1) the factors that determine
atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse
gases and aerosols and (2) the so called
‘feedbacks’ that determine the sensitivity of
the climate system to a prescribed increase
in greenhouse gases. Specifically, this will
involve reducing uncertainty regarding: (a)
future usage of fossil fuels, (b) future emis-
sions of methane, (c) the fraction of the fu-
ture fossil fuel carbon that will remain in
the atmosphere and provide radiative forcing
versus exchange with the oceans or net ex-
change with the land biosphere, (d) the
feedbacks in the climate system that deter-
mine both the magnitude of the change and
the rate of energy uptake by the oceans,
which together determine the magnitude and
time history of the temperature increases for
a given radiative forcing, (e) the details of
the regional and local climate change con-
sequent to an overall level of global climate
change, (f) the nature and causes of the nat-
ural variability of climate and its inter-
actions with forced changes, and (g) the di-
rect and indirect effects of the changing dis-
tributions of aerosol. Because the total
change in radiative forcing from other green-
house gases over the last century has been
nearly as large as that of carbon dioxide,
their future evolution also must be ad-
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dressed. A major limitation of these model
forecasts for use around the world is the pau-
city of data available to evaluate the ability
of coupled models to simulate important as-
pects of past climate. In addition, the ob-
serving system available today is a com-
posite of observations that neither provide
the information nor the continuity in the
data needed to support measurements of cli-
mate variables.

KEY STATEMENTS ON UNDERSTANDING OF THE
CLIMATE SYSTEM AND FORECASTING ABILITY

‘“‘Because there is considerable uncertainty
in current understanding of how the climate
system varies naturally and reacts to emis-
sions of greenhouse gases and aerosols, cur-
rent estimates of the magnitude of future
warning should be regarded as tentative and
subject to future adjustments upward or
downward.” (Page 1 of the NRC Report)

“If a central estimate of climate sensi-
tivity is used, about 40% of the predicted
warming is due to the direct effects of green-
house gases and aerosols. The other 60% is
caused by feedbacks. . . . Much of the dif-
ference in predictions of global warming by
various climate models is attributable to the
fact that each model represents these proc-
esses in its own particular way.” (Page 4 of
the NRC Report)

“The study of the role of black carbon in
the atmosphere is relatively new. As a re-
sult, it is characterized poorly as to its com-
position, emission source strengths, and in-
fluence on radiation.” (Page 13 of the NRC
Report)

‘“Climate forcing by anthropogenic
aerosols is a large source of uncertainty
about future climate change.” (Page 13 of
the NRC Report)

““There is the possibility that decreasing
black carbon emissions in the future could
have a cooling effect that would at least par-
tially compensate for the warming that
might be caused by a decrease in sulfates.”
(Page 13 of the NRC Report)

‘““The greatest uncertainty about the aer-
osol climate forcing—indeed, the largest of
all the uncertainties about global climate
forcings—is probably the indirect effect of
aerosols on clouds.” (Page 14 of the NRC Re-
port)

““The great uncertainty about this indirect
aerosol climate forcing presents a severe
handicap both for the interpretation of past
climate change and for future assessments of
climate change.” (Page 15 of the NRC Re-
port)

‘“While climate models have many uses,
the NRC observes that ‘“‘However, climate
models are imperfect. Their simulation skill
is limited by uncertainties in their formula-
tion, the limited size of their calculations,
and the difficulty of interpreting their an-
swers that exhibit almost as much com-
plexity as in nature.” (Page 15 of the NRC
Report)

“Projecting future climate change first re-
quires projecting the fossil-fuel and land-use
sources of CO, and other gases and aerosols.

. . However, there are large uncertainties
in underlying assumption about population
growth, economic development, life style
choices, technological change and energy al-
ternatives, so that it is useful to examine
scenarios developed from multiple perspec-
tives in considering strategies for dealing
with climate change.” (Page 18 of the NRC
Report)

‘““Scenarios for future greenhouse gas
amounts, especially for CO, and CH4 are a
major source of uncertainty for projections
of future climate. Successive IPCC assess-
ments over the past decade each have devel-
oped a new set of scenarios with little discus-
sion of how well observed trends match with
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previous scenarios.” (Page 18-19 of the NRC

Report)

“The range of model sensitivities and the
challenge of projecting the sign of the pre-
cipitation changes for some regions rep-
resent a substantial limitation in assessing
climate impacts.” (Page 21 of the NRC Re-
port)

KEY STATEMENTS OF HUMAN CAUSATION OF

OBSERVED 20TH CENTURY CLIMATE CHANGES

“Despite the uncertainties, there is gen-
eral agreement that the observed warming is
real and particularly strong within the past
twenty years. Whether it is consistent with
the change that would be expected in re-
sponse to human activities is dependent
upon what assumptions one makes about the
time history of atmospheric concentrations
of the various forcing agents, particularly
aerosols.” (Page 3 of the NRC Report)

‘“‘Because of the large and still uncertain
level of natural variability inherent in the
climate record and the uncertainties in the
time history of the various forcing agents
(and particularly aerosols), a causal linkage
between the buildup of greenhouse gases in
the atmosphere and the observed climate
changes during the 20th century cannot be
unequivocally established.” (Page 17 of the
NRC Report)

“The fact that the magnitude of the ob-
served warming is large in comparison to
natural variability as simulated in climate
models is suggestive of such a linkage, but it
does not constitute proof of one because the
model simulations could be deficient in nat-
ural variability on the decadal to century
time scale.” (Page 17 of the NRC Report)

KEY STATEMENTS ON RESEARCH NEEDS

“Reducing the wide range of uncertainty
inherent in current model predictions of
global climate change will require major ad-
vances in understanding and modeling of
both (1) the factors that determine atmos-
pheric concentrations of greenhouse gases
and aerosols, and (2) the so-called ‘feedbacks’
that determine the sensitivity of the climate
system to a prescribed increase in green-
house gases. Specifically, this will involve
reducing uncertainty regarding: (a) future
usage of fossil fuels, (b) future emissions of
methane, (c¢) the fraction of fossil fuel carbon
that will remain in the atmosphere and pro-
vide radiative forcing versus exchange with
the oceans or net exchange with the land
biosphere, (d) the feedbacks in the climate
system that determine both the magnitude
of the change and the rate of energy uptake
by the oceans, which together determine the
magnitude and time history of the tempera-
ture increases for a given radiative forcing,
(e) the details of the regional and local cli-
mate change consequent to an overall level
of global climate change, (f) the nature and
causes of the natural variability of climate
and its interactions with forced changes, and
(g) the direct and indirect effects of the
changing distributions of aerosol.” (Page 23
of the NRC Report)

KEY STATEMENTS ON THE IPCC PROCESS, SCI-
ENTIFIC REPRESENTATION, AND POLITICAL
INFLUENCE ON THE SUMMARY FOR POLICY-
MAKERS
“The committee finds that the full IPCC

Working Group 1 (WGI) report is an admi-

rable summary of research activities in cli-

mate science, and the full report is ade-
quately summarized in the Technical Sum-
mary. . . . The Summary for Policymakers
reflects less emphasis on communicating the
basis for uncertainty, and a stronger empha-
sis on areas of major concern associated with
human-induced climate change. This change

in emphasis appears to be the result of a

summary process in which scientists work

with policy makers on the document.” (Page

5 of the NRC Report)
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Changes to the Summary for Policymakers
are only approved by ‘‘a fraction of the lead
and contributing authors,” not the full body
of authors of the WGI report. (Page 5 of the
NRC Report)

‘“The committee’s concerns focus pri-
marily on whether the process is likely to
become less representative in the future be-
cause of the growing voluntary time com-
mitment required to participate as a lead or
coordinating author and the potential that
the scientific process will be viewed as being
too heavily influenced by governments which
have specific postures with regard to trea-
ties, emission controls and other policy in-
struments.”” (Page 5 of the NRC Report)

“The body of the WGI report is scientif-
ically credible and is not unlike what would
be produced by a comparable group of only
U.S. scientists working with a similar set of
emission scenarios, with perhaps some nor-
mal differences in scientific tone and empha-
sis.” (Page 22 of the NRC Report)

‘“After analysis, the committee finds that
the conclusions presented in the Summary
for Policymakers and the Technical Sum-
mary are consistent with the main body of
the report. There are, however, differences.
The primary differences reflect the manner
in which uncertainties are communicated in
the Summary for Policymakers. The Sum-
mary for Policymakers frequently uses
terms (e.g., likely, very likely, unlikely)
that convey levels of uncertainty; however,
the text less frequently includes either their
basis or caveats.” (Page 22 of the NRC Re-
port)

‘“However, a thorough understanding of the
uncertainties is essential to the development
of good policy decisions.” (Page 22 of the
NRC Report)

‘“‘Confidence limits and probabilistic infor-
mation, with their basis, should always be
considered as an integral part of the infor-
mation that climate scientists provide to
policy- and decision-makers. Without them,
the IPCC SPM could give an impression that
the science of global warming is ‘settled,’
even though many uncertainties still re-
main.” (Page 22 of the NRC Report)

“Without an understanding of the sources
and degree of uncertainty, decision-makers
could fail to define the best ways to deal
with the serious issue of global warming.”’
(Page 23 of the NRC Report)

The NRC exposes the reality that the tech-
nical elements of the WG1 report are modi-
fied after the fact to make it match up with
the Summary for Policymakers. While
“most” of these changes were acceptable to
the chapter authors, the NRC suggests that
““Some scientists may find fault with some of
the technical details, especially if they ap-
pear to underestimate uncertainty.” (Page 23
of the NRC Report)

“The IPCC process demands a significant
time commitment by members of the sci-
entific community. As a result, many cli-
mate scientists in the United States and
elsewhere choose not to participate at the
level of a lead author even after being in-
vited.” They go on to point out that ‘“‘As the
commitment to the assessment process con-
tinues to grow, this could create a form of
self-selection for the participants. In such a
case, the community of world climate sci-
entists may develop cadres with particularly
strong feelings about the outcome: some as
favorable to the IPCC and its procedures, and
others negative about the use of the IPCC as
a policy instrument.” (Page 23 of the NRC
Report)

“In addition, the preparation of the SPM
involves both scientists and governmental
representatives. Governmental representa-
tives are more likely to be tied to specific
government postures with regard to treaties,
emission controls, and other policy instru-
ments.”” (Page 23 of the NRC Report)
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TRAGEDY IN SUDAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Grucci). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE) is recognized for the time re-
maining before midnight.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night to bring attention to the worst
tragedy ongoing and occurring in the
world today; and that is the tragedy in
the Sudan. As my colleagues well re-
call and are aware, Sudan is the largest
country in Africa, becoming the first
independent country in sub-Saharan
Africa in 1956.

For almost four decades, the African
giant with the population of 32.6 mil-
lion people have been the scene of
intermittent conflict. But how many
people have really paid careful atten-
tion to these numbers? An estimated 2
million people have died in war-related
causes and famine in southern Sudan,
and 4 million people have been dis-
placed.

Why did these many people have to
die? Could we have done something to
prevent the massive loss of life in
Sudan? Indeed the answer is a resound-
ing yes. But we chose to ignore or to
engage only marginally.

We are the largest provider of hu-
manitarian assistance to the Sudan,
yet many continue to die. In 1998 alone,
an estimated 100,000 people died due to
the government’s refusal to allow the
United Nations relief aid from going
into that country.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, some have writ-
ten and others have talked about the
tragedy as a religious conflict or a trib-
al conflict. The Sudanese conflict, Afri-
ca’s longest running civil war, is deeper
and more complicated than the claims
of political leaders and some observers.
Religion, indeed, is a major factor be-
cause of the Islamic fundamentalist
agenda of the current government
dominated by the northern-based Na-
tional Islamic Front, the NIF govern-
ment. Southerners who are Christians
and animists reject the Islamization of
the country in favor of secular agree-
ment.

Social and economic disparities are
major contributing factors to the Su-
danese conflict. But the regime is not
merely opposed by Christians or south-
erners. The NIF regime is a minority
government led by extremist clique in
Khartoum headed by Al Bashir. Muslim
leaders have also been victims of the
NIF government over the years.

The NIF government is clearly op-
posed by a majority of notherners in-
side and outside of the country. The
National Democratic Alliance, a coali-
tion of northern or southern opposition
groups, have been actively challenging
the NIF government’s hold on power
since it ousted the democratically
elected civilian government in June
1989. In fact, the NIF government came
to power precisely to abort a peace
agreement between Sudanese People’s
Liberation Movement, the SPLM, and
the majority northern parties in 1989.
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But the NIF government is just one
of the many obstacles of lasting peace
in Sudan, and the second phase of the
civil war erupted under the military
dictatorship of Nimeiri. In fact, the ab-
rogation of the 1972 Addis Ababa agree-
ment in 1983, which ended the first
phase of the civil war in the south by
former President Nimeiri, is considered
a major triggering factor for the cur-
rent civil war.

Although, the NIF government has
persuaded and pursued the war in
southern Sudan with vigor, previous
governments, both civilian and mili-
tary, have rejected southern demands
for autonomy and equality. This has
gone on for the over 40 years that there
has been a push for equality, now ap-
proaching 50 years.

Mr. Speaker, northern political lead-
ers for decades treated southerners as
second-class citizens and did not see
the south as an integral part of the
country. Southern political leaders ar-
gued that, under successive civilian
and military governments, political
elites in the north have made only su-
perficial attempts to address the griev-
ances of the south without compen-
sating the north’s dominant economic
political and social issues and status.

In recent years, most political lead-
ers in the north, now in opposition to
the current government, say that mis-
takes were made and that they are pre-
pared to correct them. But the polit-
ical mood among southerners has
sharply shifted in favor of separation
from the north.

Mr. Speaker, slavery has reemerged
with a vengeance in Sudan. The inhu-
mane practice is directly tied to the
civil war in southern Sudan that has
raged intermittently for over 40 years.
The slaving of innocent southern Suda-
nese citizens have intensified since the
National Islamic Front usurped power
in 1989. It is now being condoned, if not
orchestrated, by the NIF government
and perpetrated by Arab militia allies.

Slavery in this time is wrong, but
enough is not being done to stop it.
The international community as a
matter of fact has done very little, if
anything, to prevent this terrible prac-
tice. Some organizations have resorted
to freeing slaves or buying them back.
But buying back freedom of slaves by
these groups have raised some other
questions, and some have said it has in-
creased the trafficking in slaves.

But no one can question the yearning
of families to free their loved ones
from bondage almost at any price. If in
fact one had a child in slavery, would
not one want that child to be bought
back? Nor can anyone question the
moral impetus to provide assistance to
these families by means of buying back
their relatives from slavery.

The generous response, for example,
by school children in Colorado have
raised large sums of money for the pur-
pose; and in many parts of the United
States, it dramatizes the compelling
case for buying back the freedom.
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Sudan’s human hunters are members
of Arab militias and the popular de-
fense forces which the government of
Sudan has mobilized, trained, armed
and unleashed on the civilian popu-
lation in their racial and religious war
against the southern Sudanese. Unlike
the Arabized Muslim north, southern
Sudanese are black Africans who most-
ly adhere to traditional beliefs but
whose leadership is overwhelmingly
Christian.

Mr. Speaker, the war in Sudan is cer-
tainly a major factor contributing to
the slavery in Sudan. The war is essen-
tially one of the southerners resistance
in fighting against the domination of
the north. But it is the government,
the NIF government, which is perpe-
trating this terrible sin.
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And until we change the NIF govern-
ment in the north, this problem will
exist. And so what we see in the Sudan
in general is that innocent civilians are
victims of this war.

In many wars that have been fought,
armies fight each other. It is the mili-
tary against the military. But in
Sudan, it is the military against the
people, the children, the women. This
is wrong. Just the other day the NIF
government announced that it had re-
sumed its aerial bombing of the south,
after claims of suspension of these
bombings. Who are those being
bombed? Of course, children, women,
the helpless, the poor, the hungry.

According to a report by the United
States Committee on Refugees, the
government bombed civilian targets
last year 167 times. The NIF govern-
ment uses the old Russian Antonovs
and drops bombs on communities try-
ing to hit schools and hospitals, dis-
rupting the community. All day the
community waits and listens to hear
whether the planes will come over. And
this is a continuous disruption of the
community.

Mr. Speaker, we are aware of the
number of people killed and maimed
and displaced and enslaved; yet we as
the international community have
really failed to do anything significant
to end the suffering. Over the years, I
have visited southern Sudan on numer-
ous occasions. I have been to Yei,to
Labone, to Kukuma, to Loki, and on
each trip I see the suffering. I must say
with all sincerity that I can no longer
see these innocent civilians and prom-
ise to end their suffering because I
must admit that despite all of the ef-
forts that I have done over the years,
we have failed the people of Sudan.

But we have also failed other people.
We have failed the people of Rwanda in
1994, when the world turned their back
as close to a million people were vic-
tims of genocide. We cannot say we did
not know this was happening. We did
know, as we do know what is happening
in Sudan. As I speak here before you
this evening, more and more people
will die. Dozens will be forced out of
their homes. Many will be enslaved.
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Imagine waking up one morning and
losing everything you have, your prop-
erty, your dignity, your family, and,
most importantly, your freedom.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to
wait any longer. The people of Nuba
have become an endangered species. A
few years from now, there will be no
one left except the barren land. In the
past several weeks, government forces
burned, looted, and destroyed a number
of villages, displacing tens of thou-
sands of civilians. In fact, they at-
tempted to destroy and capture the
burial place of the recently deceased
leader of Nuba, Commander Yusuf
Kowa.

The people of southern Sudan are
also being exterminated systemati-
cally. The handful of educated south-
ern Sudanese are aging and many have
died. This generation of southern Suda-
nese is growing up in an environment
of war and suffering. And unless this
situation is quickly reversed, there can
be no peace in Sudan. Those who beat
the drums of reconciliation must re-
member the sacrifices paid by millions
of Sudanese. There can be no peace if
there is not a just and lasting peace.
Indeed, ending the war must be a pri-
ority, but we must address the root
causes of the war if we are going to
achieve a lasting peace. The NIF gov-
ernment is the obstacle to peace, as
was the case with Hitler during World
War II. They must be eliminated from
Khartoum.

Since the development of Sudan’s oil
sector, hundreds of thousands of people
have been displaced and thousands
have been Kkilled. Revenues from oil,
blood oil, are being used to buy deadly
weapons to kill innocent civilians. For-
eign oil companies, like Talisman and
PetroChina, are collaborating with the
genocidal regime in Khartoum. We
must put an end to the killing fields in
the oil fields of Sudan.

The United States Government can-
not ignore or look with indifference on
the destructive role of oil development.
The extraordinary nature of human de-
struction and suffering in Sudan and
the deep complexity of the publicly
traded oil companies in Sudan’s ongo-
ing catastrophe mark this as a singular
moment, one in which America’s moral
outrage is appropriately reflected in
actions which deny market listings to
NIF’s willing corporate accomplice. We
must finally put an end to allowing
these companies to have access to cap-
ital markets.

Yesterday, The Washington Post
printed a front page story about the
devastation being caused by the oil de-
velopment and the exploration in
southern Sudan. It is called, ‘O0il
Money Is Fueling Sudan’s War. New
Arms Used to Drive Southerners From
Land,” by Karl Vick, Washington Post
Foreign Service. And in the article it
says, ‘‘Today, four oil companies are
producing more than 200,000 barrels of
oil a day and more firms are exploring
other reserves. Export revenues have
doubled the government’s defense
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budget over the last 2 years, and a mul-
titude of eyewitness reporters say that
new guns are being used to drive tens
of thousands of Sudanese like Veronica
and her family off their land to secure
the oil underneath it.”

“The fighting follows the oil,” says
John Ryle, an independent investi-
gator, who recently released a report
that documented a broad government
effort to clear the petroleum conces-
sion, sometimes using helicopter gun
boats stationed at oil field airports.
They all say the same thing, an aide
worker said. People came and de-
stroyed their homes and they had to
flee. Time after time we hear that from
the people, because it is the grab for
the oil by this brutal government and
these companies that are looking the
other way to make a profit from the
blood of the people as they drill the oil
for wealth.

The fighting follows the oil, as we
said. They all say the same thing. They
have to flee. The situation has further
stoked Western outrage over the Suda-
nese government’s human rights
record. While no American companies
are involved, fortunately U.S. law pro-
hibits them from doing business in
Sudan, the involvement of Canadian
and European firms in extracting Suda-
nese o0il has prompted disinvestment
campaigns. And that is what we must
do. The same way that we did with
firms in South Africa, we must urge
our people to disinvest from the
Talismans and other companies that
are drilling oil in the Sudan.

“These are war crimes,” said Eric
Reeves, a Smith College professor who
works against companies doing busi-
ness in Sudan. The criticism has fallen
hardest on Talisman Oil, as I men-
tioned a Calgary-based firm that was
little known outside of Canada until it
bought a 25 percent stake in Sudan’s
most promising oil field. The Muglad
Basin is classical geography for oil, a
sedimentary plain exposed by two
plates being pulled apart. Unfortu-
nately, the same area roughly defines
the boundaries between Sudan’s north
and the south.

Mr. Speaker, a recent report by the
British based NGO Christian Aid stated
the following: ‘“In the oil fields of
Sudan, civilians are being killed, being
raped. The villages are being burned to
the ground. They are caught in a war
for oil. Part of the wider civil war be-
tween the north and the south has been
waged for decades, but now oil is a key
factor.
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This makes it different. Since large-
scale productions began 2 years ago, oil
has moved the war into a new league.
Across the oil-rich regions of Sudan,
the government is pursuing a scorched-
Earth policy to clear the land of civil-
ians and to make way for exploration
of oil by foreign oil companies. The
Christian Aid report, ‘“The Scorched
Earth,” shows how the presence of
international oil companies is fueling
the war.
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Companies from Asia, from the west,
including the U.K., have helped to
build Sudan’s oil industry offering fi-
nance, technology, expertise, and sup-
plies to create a strong and growing oil
industry in the center of the country.
In the name of oil, government forces
and government-supported militias are
entering the land of civilians, killing
and displacing hundreds and thousands
of southern Sudanese.

The fact that this is continuing is an
outrage. We must focus our attention
to that, and in that regard the involve-
ment of Talisman Energy Company has
prompted me to introduce legislation,
H. Con. Res. 113, which calls for divest-
ment in Sudan’s oil companies. It also
calls on the President to deny oil com-
panies the ability to raise capital or
trade equities in the United States cap-
ital markets, and calls on oil compa-
nies to freeze oil production. Talisman
Energy’s role in scorched-Earth war-
fare against civilians in southern
Sudan has been documented clearly.

A Canadian-British team just back
from Sudan has established clearly and
authoritativly that Talisman’s conces-
sion at its air strips, that they are al-
lowing offensive military missions, in-
cluding attack helicopters to be used
from their air strips, gun boats, heli-
copter gun ships, and it was confirmed
by information held by the Canadian
Foreign Ministry for over 2 months and
leaves only one question: When will the
foreign minister, John Manley, halt
clearly and start to really pressure this
Canadian corporation in its behavior in
the Sudan. We cannot allow this to
continue. For the most part in the
1990s, the United States and its Euro-
pean allies worked together to contain
and isolate the National Islamic Front
government in the Sudan, considered
by Washington to be a threat to re-
gional stability.

Mr. Speaker, U.S. policy objectives
have long been forged in three main
areas: the massive destruction to end
the civil war; to attempt to stop ter-
rorism which was being conducted in
Sudan; and to improve the human
rights issues in that country.

In early 1990, the United States at-
tempted unsuccessfully to achieve its
policy objectives through diplomatic
means. By the mid-1990s, in response to
the NIF’s defiant attitude and intran-
sigence, the U.S. diplomatic efforts
were replaced by a policy of contain-
ment and pressures.

This evolution in approach cul-
minated in November 1997 when the
Clinton administration imposed com-
prehensive sanctions on the NIF gov-
ernment after really reviewing its pol-
icy.

The sanctions restrict imports and
exports from Sudan, financial trans-
actions, and prohibit U.S. investment.
This was done by the Clinton adminis-
tration, and it was a bold move in the
right direction.

On August 20, 1998, U.S. Naval forces
struck a suspected chemical weapons
facility in Khartoum in a terrorist
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training camp in Afghanistan in retal-
iation for the U.S. embassy bombings
in Nairobi, Kenya and Dar es Salaam,
Tanzania. More than 250 people were
killed in the embassy attacks, includ-
ing 12 Americans. The bombing of
Khartoum was seen by observers as a
message to the NIF regime to stop sup-
porting terrorist groups.

In December 1999, hardliners within
the ruling NIF government ousted the
founder of the party, Hassan el-Turabi,
and his allies from the party and the
government in Khartoum. This well-
planned move by the NIF leadership
was designed to pave the way for rap-
prochement with the international
community and to escape the con-
sequences of U.S. sanctions. Govern-
ment, eager to reestablish relations
with Khartoum, allowed themselves to
see the current NIF leadership as hav-
ing become more moderate, a very
cleverly orchestrated plan on the part
of the NIF government to give way to
allow European governments to say
there is a change in Khartoum, but
there was no real change in Khartoum.

In contrast, many observers saw the
rift within the NIF as a struggle be-
tween the old generation and the
younger, highly ambitious Islamists. It
appeared that there is little ideological
difference between el-Turabi and the
current crowd that are running Khar-
toum.

In fact, those now in power have
taken a tougher, more strident ideolog-
ical stance than the reckless fun-
damentalists of the el-Turabi faction.
Indeed, a closer look at the leadership
reveals that this group was the author
of the NIF’s extremist policies in the
1990s, so there is no change. Only a
change to the worse.

Mr. Speaker, the desire of some gov-
ernments in Europe and the Middle
East to embrace the National Islamic
Front government under the guise of
the changing of the guard in Khartoum
is driven in large part by commercial
interests, and it is clear European oil
companies have large stakes in South-
ern Sudan and are now operational and
on the verge of becoming even more
prosperous as they go and explore oil.

Unsurprisingly, officials in the NIF
government have given a red carpet
treatment to European governments.
Despite U.N. sanctions, the U.N. Secu-
rity Council sanctions which intended
to restrict the travel of senior Suda-
nese officials, members of the Euro-
pean Union began this critical dia-
logue, as they call it, with the National
Islamic Front government regime sev-
eral years ago, rejecting the U.S. pol-
icy of containment of the NIF regime.
They saw an opportunity to move
ahead commercially, and we have to
appeal to our allies that they must also
have a standard of dignity and not to
allow themselves to be corrupted by
these pariah regimes.

This new approach, according to EU
officials, seek to achieve reform
through dialogue and quiet persuasions
without pressure, they say. Supporters
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of this policy argue that the policy of
containment and isolation has failed to
achieve 1its desired objectives. But
many observers see the European ap-
proach as a synonym for a policy of ap-
peasement, one that too obviously
serves the commercial interests in
Sudan, once again simply because of
the potential lucrative oil sector.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, this so-called
critical dialogue is empty rhetoric de-
signed to cover those wishing simply to
do business with the NIF government.
It is ironic and frustrating to many of
us in Washington that America’s allies
in Europe continue to turn a blind eye
to the abuses of the NIF government.
Certainly if the objectives of the so-
called critical dialogue were to mod-
erate the behavior of the NIF govern-
ment to improve human rights condi-
tions, to stop the bombing, to end the
government controlling the food sup-
ply, then we would say fine, let us
move in that direction; but it has not
done that, and the policy followed by
the Europeans has failed miserably.
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The government continues to bomb
civilian targets in the south. The NIF
militia continues to enslave women
and children at alarming rates. And
the government has become increas-
ingly intransigent in the peace process.
They really do not want peace, and
they feel the new strength provided to
them by the oil revenues.

There were high level contacts be-
tween Washington and Khartoum in
late 2000, just last year, intended to
test and verify Khartoum’s seriousness
about reform. The United States deliv-
ered a road map for the regime to fol-
low if it sought improvements with re-
lations to the United States. Special
envoy, former Congressman and former
chairman of the Africa Subcommittee
from Florida Harry Johnston became
that special envoy and visited Khar-
toum twice to engage the government
in discussions on human rights, hu-
manitarian issues, the IGAD process
led by Mr. Moi from Kenya, and other
areas to try to see whether the govern-
ment had new ideas, whether they were
really interested in having a relation-
ship with the U.S. by ending some of
these horrible situations that they
have engaged in through the years. The
NIF regime balked at any kind of
change. And the United States said
that enough was enough. There was an
attempt to have a lifting of the U.N.
sanctions and to get Sudan into the
U.N. Security Council as an alternative
member, but an aggressive push by the
U.S. prevented it in late 2000. That was
a victory for us.

What has become clear, though, is
that the U.S. and its European allies
differ fundamentally on the proper ap-
proach to Sudan and basic principles
for engagement. We must try to be in
sync with our European allies because
together we can make a difference in
this world, but we have to attempt to
get on the same page. Advocates of a
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tough policy believe that without pres-
sure and support for the democratic
forces in Sudan, change is unlikely to
come in the near future. Some of our
allies in Europe and the Middle East
believe that the NIF has changed and
further reforms will come through crit-
ical dialogue and expanded economic
interactions.

The Bush administration undoubt-
edly will have to weigh both ap-
proaches in formulating its new policy
toward the NIF regime. Indeed, there
are those who are advocating the Euro-
pean line here in Washington, that we
should abandon the tough policy to-
ward the NIF government. They say it
has not worked in the past, so we ought
to just start to have engagement like
the Europeans. President Bush coura-
geously spoke out about the issue in
the Sudan on several occasions since he
took office. Secretary of State Colin
Powell has spoken on this issue more
than any other issue in Africa to date.
He said in his confirmation hearings
that this was an area that they were
going to concentrate on. And as I have
indicated, he has spoken out against
what has happened there.

There are encouraging signs, but the
administration must now move forth
and needs to articulate its policy clear-
ly. It must do so soon.

I recently read an article about the
possible appointment of Chester Crock-
er, former assistant Secretary of State
for African Affairs under the Reagan
administration as the special envoy to
Sudan. I know Dr. Crocker. He is well
known in the African circles. He is ex-
tremely familiar with Africa, its
issues, its problems. He has studied and
taught about the continent for many,
many years. And he has a good grasp of
the continent.

However, I think it is not the person,
it is the policy; and I believe that the
policy that we saw as it related to the
apartheid government in South Africa,
the policy of constructive engagement
during those horrible years, lead me to
have some questions about whether
constructive engagement is the policy
at hand today. I fiercely disagreed with
the policy, as did the majority of the
American people during the South Af-
rica regime.

The constructive engagement policy
that Dr. Crocker authored in my view
was a policy that did not serve the
American people well, and it was really
a policy that finally, with the leader-
ship of Ron Dellums, the CAAA legisla-
tion was passed, the Comprehensive
Anti-Apartheid Act, in 1986, where
many people in the House pushed this
bill through. It went through both
Houses, but was vetoed by the Presi-
dent. Dr. Crocker, of course, opposed
the legislation. And it was the coura-
geous vote of Senator LUGAR of Indiana
that cast the 67th vote to override the
first overridden law of President
Reagan, and the good Republican Sen-
ator from Indiana said that it was the
only right thing to do to end this
apartheid government in South Africa.
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We also have people in the White
House who felt that Nelson Mandela
should remain in prison. Vice President
CHENEY was one of only five Members
of the House who voted that Mr.
Mandela after 23 years in prison at that
time should not be allowed to be re-
leased from prison. It said nothing
about the sanctions; it said nothing
about the government of South Africa,
just that Mr. Mandela should be freed.
Mr. CHENEY voted no. Twenty-three
years was not long enough for a person
to be imprisoned only because he want-
ed the right to vote.

And so the sensitivity of the envoy to
Sudan is going to be very important,
and it is going to be the way that peo-
ple view the envoy. When a person was
selected to do the mnegotiations in
Northern Ireland, it was a very care-
fully done process. Senate leader
Mitchell was selected to do the nego-
tiations. Senator Mitchell was re-
spected by both the Protestant major-
ity and the Catholic minority. He was
embraced by the Ulster regime and the
Sinn Fein, the Gerry Adamses and the
Trimbles and the Blair government and
the Taoisech government in Ireland. He
was a person that did not have any dis-
like from any group.

I would hope that when we select an
envoy for Sudan, it would be the same
type of person that Senator Mitchell is.
As a matter of fact, it does not have to
be anyone who favors the south over
the north. I have had the privilege of
traveling with a Republican colleague
of mine who served in the House, Re-
publican Representative Tom Campbell
from California. Mr. Campbell was a
person who visited southern Sudan and
visited other parts of Arab Northern
Africa. He is a person who in my opin-
ion would be the type of person that
you would want to possibly be the
envoy. He is a person who speaks for-
eign languages. He is a person who un-
derstands both views. He is a person
that is not prejudiced to one side or the
other.
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He is a capable, caring, friend of Afri-
ca, who I think would make a dif-
ference.

Finally, I would say that tomorrow
the House will consider H.R. 20, the Su-
danese Peace Act, which I strongly
support, one of the original cosponsors.
The Sudan Peace Act will reassert the
findings from the 106th Congress that
the government of Sudan is commit-
ting genocide against its people of
Southern Sudan; that they are employ-
ing divide and conquer techniques to
further fracture southern opposition to
northern governance; that it is helping
to allow paramilitary groups to con-
duct raids and enslave its population.

In the bill, we talk about the way
that the government of Sudan is in-
flicting an ongoing campaign of aerial
bombing its citizens, a scorched earth
policy designed to drive out people
from the land so they can then take
the oil revenues.
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In this legislation, it expresses a
sense of Congress that the Secretary of
State should use the State Department
personnel to pursue multilateral and
bilateral peace processes in Sudan and
seek multilateral pressure on all com-
batants in the civil war and urges the
President to use $10 million appro-
priated in fiscal year 2001 to assist the
Sudanese opposition, the National
Democratic Alliance, the NDA, for
funding for office space and equipment
and radio and vehicles and computers
and staff and political effectiveness
training.

It asks for continued support for hu-
manitarian food distribution through
OLS, the Operation Lifeline Sudan. But
it also urges the President to develop
contingency plans should the govern-
ment of Sudan obstruct food delivery
as it has done in the past; that we
should have other ways to get food to
people who are in need. It requires all
businesses trading securities in the
U.S. capital markets and operating in
the Sudan to fully disclose the extent
and nature of their operations, particu-
larly oil operations, and requires the
Secretary of State to collect informa-
tion about the war to keep updated in-
formation, including slavery and rape
and aerial bombings of the citizens.

So we are hoping that tomorrow this
bill will come to the floor and be
passed. We hope that this tragedy in
Sudan will finally come to an end.

I am encouraged by the number of
people now who have gotten on board.
I am encouraged by the number of peo-
ple who have said enough is enough. I
am encouraged by the Congressional
Black Caucus who have come back to
support this whole question of a change
in the Sudan.

I commend Kweisi Mfume and the
NAACP who has said this practice
must end. I commend Joe Madison, a
radio talk host, who has done an ex-
traordinary job in bringing to his lis-
tening audience the tragedy of Sudan. I
applaud Reverend Sharpton who has
gone to Sudan with Mr. Madison, and
Reverend Faunteroy and Reverend
Jesse Jackson who intends to visit
Sudan in the near future, and to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF)
who for many, many years has been in
Sudan, probably the leading person
dealing with this tragedy. He has done
an outstanding job, and I have a great
deal of respect for what he has done;
and my colleague, the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) in the House
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HOUGHTON), and Senator
BROWNBACK in the U.S. Senate, Senator
FRIST, so many who have said enough
is enough.

The newspapers are finally putting in
its newspapers the truth about what is
going on there. It has taken a long
time. It has taken 50 years to get the
attention it should get but it is getting
that attention now.

Ebony Magazine will have an article
in its August edition. We have schools.
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I went to a school in Bergen County,
New Jersey, where they have a cur-
riculum on the Sudan and it is at-
tempting to get the board of education
in that town to adopt a policy of teach-
ing about the tragedy of the Sudan.

So they say if you start me with 10
who are stout-hearted men, I will soon
give you 10,000 more. If I start you with
10 who are stout-hearted men or
women, we should say today I will give
you 10,000 more, and a trip of a thou-
sand miles must begin with the first
step.

There have been many steps but they
have been quiet steps. The steps that
we are hearing now are louder steps.
They are more steps. They are bigger
steps. They are steps that are making
noise. They are people in high places
who are now saying this place in the
Sudan we have overlooked for so long
now it is time for us to focus on it.

We have people who are saying that
we cannot allow in this new millen-
nium to have people still enslaved and
children starving to death. We can no
longer allow in this time and place
that we should look the other way as
we did when the tragedy was going on
in Somalia and when the terrible situa-
tion was going on in Sierra Leone and
when we saw civil war in Liberia, and
when we watched dictators in Nigeria
we looked the other way in many of
these instances, but finally we are
coming together on this question of
Sudan.

I will continue to fight for the right
of the people of that nation. I will con-
tinue to fight for those voices, people
who have no voice, those who suffer
daily. We all should be concerned. We
all have a responsibility. We all must
get involved. We all must call our Con-
gress people and senators, talk to our
church people and school friends to
have our civic organizations and
League of Women Voters put this on
their agendas. The women’s clubs and
the sororities and the fraternities all
must take this battle on. We must win.
We will win. We are on the right side.
No longer can the world run and hide.
The world must now decide that
enough is enough; that this country
needs to be brought into the 21st Cen-
tury.

I hope that tomorrow will be another
step in that direction.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on
account of official business in the dis-
trict.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas
(at the request of Mr. GEPHARDT) for
today and the balance of the week on
account of a death in the family.

Mr. TANNER (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of ill-
ness in the family.

Mr. ROYCE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of illness.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ScHIFF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WATSON of California, for 5 min-

utes, today.

Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. BIGGERT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ENGLISH, for 5 minutes, June 13.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and June 13 and 14.

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. BIGGERT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at her own
request) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-

rial:)
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, for 5 minutes,
today.
——
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move

that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 48 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, June 13, 2001, at 10
a.m.

————————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2413. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
Fruit and Vegetable Programs, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Papayas Grown in Hawaii;
Suspension of Grade, Inspection, and Related
Reporting Requirements [Docket No. FV01-
928-1 IFR] received June 1, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

2414. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Revision of User
Fees for 2001 Crop Cotton Classification
Services to Growers [CN-00-010] (RIN: 0581-
AB5T) received June 1, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

2415. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
Fruit and Vegetable Programs, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Marketing Order Regu-
lating the Handling of Spearmint Oil Pro-
duced in the Far West; Salable Quantities
and Allotment Percentages for the 2001-2002
Marketing Year [Docket No. FV-01-985-1 FR]
received June 6, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.
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2416. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service Fruit
and Vegetable Programs, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Olives Grown in California; In-
creased Assessment Rate [Docket No. FV01-
932-1 FIR] received June 6, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

2417. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Foreign Agricultural Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Adjustment of Appen-
dices to the Dairy Tariff-Rate Import Quota
Licensing Regulation for the 2001 Tariff-Rate
Quota Year—received June 7, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on

Agriculture.
2418. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Methyl Anthranilate; Ex-
emption from the Requirement of a Toler-
ance [OPP-301127; FRL-6780-9] (RIN: 2070-
ABT8) received June 5, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

2419. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting requests
for Fiscal Year 2002 budget amendments for
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices and International Assistance Programs;
(H. Doc. No. 107-83); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

2420. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting FY 2001
supplemental appropriations proposal for the
Department of Defense as well as two supple-
mental proposals, transmitted on June 1,
2001, for additional funding for the Depart-
ment of Defense’s Overseas Contingency Op-
erations Transfer Fund and reduces funding
for the Department of Transportation’s Mis-
cellaneous Highway Trust Fund Account, are
now recommended to be withdrawn; (H. Doc.
No. 107-84); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

2421. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port that responds to the Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act regarding the Department
of Defense Healthcare Quality Initiatives Re-
view Panel; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2422. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
transmitting the eleventh annual report on
the assessment of the Profitability of Credit
Card Operations of Depository Institutions,
pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 1637 nt.; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

2423. A letter from the General Counsel for
Regulations, Departmant of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Exception Payment
Standard to Offset Increase in Utility Costs
in the Housing Choice Voucher Program
[Docket No. FR 4672-1-01] (RIN: 2577-AC29)
received June 7, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

2424. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the annual report of
the National Advisory Council on Inter-
national Monetary and Financial Policies for
fiscal year 1998, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 284b,
285b(b), 286b(b)(5), 286b-1, 286b—2(a), and 290i—
3; to the Committee on Financial Services.

2425. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s authorization request for
FY 2002-2003, pursuant to Section 607 of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

2426. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner for Education Statistics, Department
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of Education, transmitting the annual sta-
tistical report of the National Center for
Educational Statistics (NCES), ‘“The Condi-
tion of Education,” pursuant to 20 U.S.C.
1221e-1(d)(1); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

2427. A letter from the Prinicpal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mon-
tana; Emergency Episode Avoidance Plan
and Cascade County Open Burning Rule [SIP
NO. MT-001-0034a, MT-001-0035a; FRL-6991-1]
received June 6, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2428. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, Monterey Bay
Unified Air Pollution Control District [CA
242-0280a; FRL-6990-9] received June 6, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

2429. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Standards of Performance for
Electric Utility Steam Generating Units for
Which Construction is Commenced After
September 18, 1978; Standards of Perform-
ance for Industrial—Commercial—Institu-
tional Steam Generating Units [FRL-6995-2]
(RIN: 2060-AEb56) received June 6, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

2430. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Ohio [OH140-1a;
FRL-6991-9] received June 6, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

2431. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Minnesota [MN68—
0la; FRL-6991-7] received June 6, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

2432. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Indiana [IN133-1a;
FRL-6990-1] received June 6, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

2433. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
the Department of the Air Force’s proposed
lease of defense articles to the Government
of Poland (Transmittal No. 05-01), pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 279%a(a); to the Committee on
International Relations.

2434. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal
No. 08-01 regarding project certification for
Amendment Two to the US-Sweden Project
Agreement Concerning Trajectory Correct-
able Munitions, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f);
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

2435. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a Report for 2000 on Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency Activities
in Countries Described in Section 307 (a) of
the Foreign Assistance Act; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

2436. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the semi-
annual report of the Inspector General for
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the period October 1, 2000 through March 31,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) section 5(b); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

2437. A letter from the Chairman, Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans-
mitting the semiannual report on the activi-
ties of the Office of Inspector General for the
period October 1, 2000 through March 31, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act)
section 5(b); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

2438. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting the
semiannual report on activities of the In-
spector General for the period October 1,
2000, through March 31, 2001, and the Sec-
retary’s semiannual report for the same pe-
riod, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) section 5(b); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

2439. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Housing Finance Board, transmitting the
semiannual report on the activities of the
Office of Inspector General for the period Oc-
tober 1, 2000 through March 31, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b);
to the Committee on Government Reform.

2440. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting
the Office’s final rule—Career Transition As-
sistance for Surplus and Displaced Federal
Employees (RIN: 3206-AJ32) received June 7,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

2441. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Election Commission, transmitting the an-
nual report on the Commission’s activities
for 2000, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 438(a)(9); to the
Committee on House Administration.

2442. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting a Report
on the Impact of the Compacts of Free Asso-
ciation in Fiscal Year 2000; to the Committee
on Resources.

2443. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Surface Mining, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Montana Regulatory Program [SPATS
No. MT-020-FOR] received June 7, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

2444. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Annual
Report regarding the 2000 activities of the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization
(NAFO); to the Committee on Resources.

2445. A letter from the Fisheries Biologist,
Office of Protected Resources, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—En-
dangered and Threatened Species; Endan-
gered Status for White Abalone [Docket No.
990910253-1120-03; I.D. No. 041300B] (RIN: 0648—
AM90) received June 5, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

2446. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Scup Fishery; Commercial Quota
Harvested for Summer Period [Docket No.
001121328-1041-02; I.D. 052501E] received June
7, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

2447. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and
Butterfish Fisheries; Closure of Fishery for
Loligo Squid [Docket No. 001127331-1044-02;
I.D. 052301B] received June 7, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.
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2448. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels
Catching Pacific Cod for Processing by the
Offshore Component in the Central Regu-
latory Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket
No. 010112013-1013-01; I.D. 052501B] received
June 7, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Resources.

2449. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Economic Zone Off
Alaska; Shallow-water Species Fishery by
Vessels using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alas-
ka [Docket No. 010112013-1013-01; I.D. 052501F]
received June 7, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

2450. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Deep-Water Species Fishery
by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of
Alaska [Docket No. 010112013-1013-01; I.D.
052501D] received June 7, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

2451. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Foreign Fishing and Fisheries of the
Northeastern United States; Final 2001 Spec-
ifications for the Atlantic Herring Fishery
and Foreign Fishing Restrictions [Docket
No. 010220043-1132-02; I.D. 120400D] (RIN: 0648—
ANG65) received June 7, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

2452. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Foreign Fishing and Fisheries of the
Northeastern United States; Final 2001 Spec-
ifications for the Atlantic Herring Fishery
and Foreign Fishing Restrictions [Docket
No. 010220043-1132-02; I.D. 120400D] (RIN: 0648-
ANG65) received June 7, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

2453. A letter from the Attorney General,
Department of Justice, transmitting the an-
nual report on the status of the United
States Parole Commission (USPC); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2454. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Army, Corps of Engineers,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Public Use of Water
Resources Development Projects Adminis-
tered by the Chief of Engineers—received
June 6, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2455. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Army, Corps of Engineers,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Navigation Regula-
tions—received June 6, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2456. A letter from the Acting Director, Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—National
Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Pro-
gram; Operating Procedures [Docket No.
000831249-1129-02] (RIN: 0693-ZA39) received
June 5, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Science.

2457. A letter from the Assistant Director
for Legislative Affairs, Equal Employment
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Opportunity Commission, transmitting a
copy of the Commission’s report entitled,
“Federal Sector Report on EEO Complaints
and Appeals for FY 1999,” pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 2000e-4(e); jointly to the Committees
on Education and the Workforce and Govern-
ment Reform.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 643. A Dbill to reauthorize the African
Elephant Conservation Act; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 107-93). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 700. A bill to reauthorize the Asian Ele-
phant Conservation Act of 1997; with an
amendment (Rept. 107-94). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 1157. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to provide financial assistance to
the States of Alaska, Washington, Oregon,
California, and Idaho for salmon habitat res-
toration projects in coastal waters and up-
land drainages, and for other purposes (Rept.
107-95). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. H.R. 1020.
A bill to authorize the Secretary of Trans-
portation to establish a grant program for
the rehabilitation, preservation, or improve-
ment of railroad track; with an amendment
(Rept. 107-96). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 161. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1088) to amend the
Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 to re-
duce fees collected by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, and for other purposes
(Rept. 107-97). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 162. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2052) to fa-
cilitate famine relief efforts and a com-
prehensive solution to the war in Sudan
(Rept. 107-98). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 163. Resolution
providing for consideration of the bill (H.R.
1157) to authorize the Secretary of Commerce
to provide financial assistance to the States
of Alaska, Washington, Oregon, California,
and Idaho for salmon habitat restoration
projects in coastal waters and upland drain-
ages, and for other purposes (Rept. 107-99).
Referred to the House Calendar.

—————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. CANNON (for himself, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. IssA, and Mr. NADLER):
H.R. 2120. A bill to ensure the application
of the antitrust laws to local telephone mo-
nopolies, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
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By Mr. LANTOS:

H.R. 2121. A bill to make available funds
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to
expand democracy, good governance, and
anti-corruption programs in the Russian
Federation in order to promote and strength-
en democratic government and civil society
in that country and to support independent
media; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mr.
SHAW, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland, Mr. PETRI, Mr. GUT-
KNECHT, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. SHADEGG,
Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, and Mr. HANSEN):

H.R. 2122. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require can-
didates for election to the House of Rep-
resentatives or Senate to raise not less than
50 percent of the contributions made with re-
spect to the election from individuals who
reside in the State the candidate seeks to
represent; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. TERRY (for himself, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. RANGEL,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. CONDIT, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. OWENS,
Mr. WoLF, Mr. BALDAcCI, Mr. KING,
Mr. FRANK, Mr. GORDON, and Mr. STU-
PAK):

H.R. 2123. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the rate of payment
for funeral and burial expenses and plot al-
lowance for certain veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. KELLY:

H.R. 2124. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to convey a small parcel of land
at the United States Military Academy to
the Village of Highland Falls, New York; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia:

H.R. 2125. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow Federal civilian
and military retirees to pay health insurance
premiums on a pretax basis and to allow a
deduction for TRICARE supplemental pre-

miums; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mrs. BIGGERT (for herself, Ms.

BALDWIN, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
SIMPSON, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mrs.
WILSON, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. OTTER,
and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 2126. A bill to authorize funding for
University Nuclear Science and Engineering
Programs at the Department of Energy for
fiscal years 2002 through 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Science.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. STARK, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 2127. A bill to amend part C of title
XVIII to require MedicareChoice organiza-
tions to offer MedicareChoice plans for a
minimum period of three years, and to per-
mit Medicare beneficiaries to enroll and
disenroll from such plans at any time; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HINCHEY (for himself, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. REYNOLDS, and Mr. SWEENEY):

H.R. 2128. A bill to provide market loss as-
sistance to apple producers; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HINCHEY (for himself, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. DIN-

June 12, 2001

GELL, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. CLEMENT,
Mr. BALDACCI, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. KILDEE,
Ms. NORTON, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LEE, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, and Ms. CARSON of Indi-
ana):

H.R. 2129. A bill to amend the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 to promote better nutrition
among school children participating in the
school breakfast and lunch programs; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself and Mr. MATSUI):

H.R. 2130. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that any water
and sewerage disposal property conveyed
under the Department of Defense privatiza-
tion program shall be treated as a non-
taxable contribution to the capital of the re-
cipient; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. CROWLEY,

Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. SUNUNU, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. LEACH, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.

SHERMAN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
BAIRD, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. CAMP, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. HOBSON, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. OXLEY, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio,
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. TIBERI,
Mr. WEXLER, and Ms. WOOLSEY):

H.R. 2131. A bill to reauthorize the Trop-
ical Forest Conservation Act of 1998 through
fiscal year 2004; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. REYNOLDS (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. FLAKE,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SUNUNU, and Mr.
TOOMEY):

H.R. 2132. A bill to prohibit the Secretary
of the Treasury from using surplus funds to
make any investment in securities, other
than government and municipal securities;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. RYUN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. TIAHRT,
and Mr. MOORE):

H.R. 2133. A bill to establish a commission
for the purpose of encouraging and providing
for the commemoration of the 50th anniver-
sary of the Supreme Court decision in Brown
v. Board of Education; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Ms. LEE, Mr. DAvIs of Illinois, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. COSTELLO, Ms.
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and Ms.
HART):

H.R. 2134. A bill to amend title IV of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974 to increase the phase-in limitation
applicable to the guarantee under such title
of benefit improvements made prior to plan
termination; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. SAWYER:

H.R. 2135. A bill to protect consumer pri-
vacy; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SAWYER:

H.R. 2136. A bill to protect the confiden-
tiality of information acquired from the pub-
lic for statistical purposes; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. CON-
YERS, and Mr. SCOTT):

H.R. 2137. A bill to make clerical and other
technical amendments to title 18, United
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States Code, and other laws relating to

crime and criminal procedure; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SERRANO (for himself, Mr.

LEACH, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ALLEN,

Mr. BAIRD, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BARCIA,

Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.

BONIOR, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. BROWN of

Florida, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.

CAPUANO, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.

CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CLEMENT,

Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.

COSTELLO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS

of Illinois, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.

DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. ESHOO,

Mr. EVANS, Mr. FARR of California,

Mr. FILNER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. GANSKE,

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.

HILLIARD, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOEFFEL,

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON-

LEE of Texas, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms.

EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.

KLECZKA, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LaA-

FALCE, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. LAMPSON,

Mr. LARGENT, Ms. LEE, Mrs. LOWEY,

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri, Ms.
McCoLLUuM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.

McNuLTY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
Mr. NADLER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. OLVER, Mr. RANGEL,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms. ROY-
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. SABO, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. SAWYER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. STARK, Mr. THOMPSON of
California, Mr. THUNE, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. TOwNS, Mr. TURNER, Ms. VELAZ-
QUEZ, Mr. WALSH, Ms. WATERS, Mr.
WATT of North Carolina, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 2138. A bill to provide the people of
Cuba with access to food and medicines from
the United States, to ease restrictions on
travel to Cuba, to provide scholarships for
certain Cuban nationals, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on International
Relations, and in addition to the Committees
on Agriculture, Financial Services, Ways and
Means, and the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas:

H.R. 2139. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to make loans for the develop-
ment of broadband services in rural areas; to
the Committee on Agriculture, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. TANNER:

H.R. 2140. A bill to amend section 13031 of
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1985 to provide for a user fee to
cover the cost of customs inspections at ex-
press courier facilities; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for
himself, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. SOLIS, Mrs.

CAPPS, Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. DAVIS of
California, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr.
FILNER):

H.R. 2141. A bill to require electric genera-
tion facilities owned and operated by the De-
partment of Defense in the Western United
States to generate electricity and to con-
serve energy in electric emergencies, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services, and in addition to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
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By Mr. WALSH (for himself, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. HALL
of Texas, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LEACH, Ms.
LEE, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. COYNE, and
Ms. DELAURO):

H.R. 2142. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to improve nutrition assistance
for working families and the elderly, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, and in addition to the Committee on
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WELDON of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mrs.
JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. DEMINT,
Mr. WAMP, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. GRAVES,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. NEY, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. FLAKE, Mr.
PoMBO, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. SHIMKUS,
Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. TERRY, Mr. TIBERI,
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. BARR
of Georgia, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. SHAD-
EGG, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. PITTS, and
Mr. EVERETT):

H.R. 2143. A bill to make the repeal of the
estate tax permanent; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. WOOLSEY (for herself, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. HONDA, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. LEE, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Mr. STARK,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
FARR of California, Ms. LOFGREN, and
Ms. ESHO00):

H.R. 2144. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to conduct research, monitoring,
management, treatement, and outreach ac-
tivities relating to sudden oak death syn-
drome and to establish a Sudden Oak Death
Syndrome Advisory Committee; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ARMEY (for himself, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, and Mr. CRANE) (all by re-
quest):

H.J. Res. 51. A joint resolution approving
the extension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment with respect to the products of the So-
cialist Republic of Vietnam; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FERGUSON:

H. Con. Res. 156. Concurrent resolution
congratulating John R. Kopicki, the Fannie
E. Rippel Foundation, and the Schering-
Plough Corporation, for receipt of certain
awards; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. MCNULTY:

H. Con. Res. 157. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing and honoring Joseph Henry for his
significant and distinguished role in the de-
velopment and advancement of science and
electricity; to the Committee on Science.

By Ms. RIVERS:

H. Con. Res. 158. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the city of Ann Arbor, Michigan,
and its residents for their dedication to
building a community that respects ecologi-
cal integrity, promotes social well-being,
and creates economic vitality; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. KIRK:

H. Res. 164. A resolution designating ma-
jority membership on certain standing com-
mittees of the House; which was considered
and agreed to.

———
MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XTI, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:
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105. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Minnesota,
relative to Resolution No. 2 memorializing
the United States Congress to speedily ad-
here to the goal set forth in the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act and appro-
priate to the states significant, genuine as-
sistance to meet the needs of students with
disabilities and to relieve schools from the
necessity of cross-subsidizing special edu-
cation revenue with general education rev-
enue; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

106. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Minnesota, relative to Resolu-
tion No. 5 memorializing the United States
Congress to promptly amend the Railroad
Unemployment Insurance Act to allow rail-
road employees collecting military retire-
ment pay to also be eligible for railroad un-
employment and sickness benefits if they
otherwise meet the qualifications of these
benefit programs; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

107. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Minnesota, relative to Resolu-
tion No. 4 memorializing the United States
Congress to authorize the funding for im-
provement and rehabilitation of waterways;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

108. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Alabama, rel-
ative to Resolution HR 611 memorializing
the United States Congress to enact the
Railroad Retirement and Survivors’ Im-
provement Act of 2001; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture and Ways and Means.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 7: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. TANCREDO, and Mrs.
ROUKEMA.

H.R. 17: Ms. SANCHEZ and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 28: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 64: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr.
GUTKNECHT.

H.R. 65: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 68: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. LEACH,
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 80: Mr. JENKINS.

H.R. 82: Mr. JENKINS.

H.R. 91: Mr. SHOWS and Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 98: Mr. OTTER, Mr. WELDON of Florida,
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. FROST, and Mr. PUTNAM.

H.R. 100: Ms. SANCHEZ.

H.R. 102: Ms. SANCHEZ.

H.R. 169: Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 179: Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota and
Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 192: Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 218: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. BROWN of South
Carolina, Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey.

H.R. 220: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 260: Mr. WoLF and Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut.

H.R. 267: Mrs. CAPPS and Mr. NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 281: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 285: Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 296: Mr. COSTELLO and Mr. LANTOS.

H.R. 356: Mrs. DAVIS of California and Mr.
MCHUGH.

H.R. 458: Mr. SWEENEY and Mr. BARTON of
Texas.

H.R. 510: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.

TOOMEY, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 537: Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. OSE,
and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 571: Mr. BISHOP.
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H.R. 572: Mr. SOUDER and Mr. HOLDEN.

H.R. 598: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 602: Mr. LucAas of Kentucky and Mr.
PLATTS.

H.R. 611: Ms. BALDWIN and Mrs. WILSON.

H.R. 612: Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. JOHNSON of I1li-
nois, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
and Mr. FORD.

H.R. 630: Ms. BALDWIN and Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 635: Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 638: Mr. WEINER.

H.R. 665: Mr. ANDREWS.

H.R. 668: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
Mrs. DAvis of California, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 680: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.

H.R. 699: Mr. JONES of North Carolina.

H.R. 716: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. GANSKE, and
Mr. SHOWS.

H.R. 717: Mr. WEINER and Mr. DOOLEY of
California.

H.R. 730: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 746: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr.
SHOWS.

H.R. 747: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.

H.R. 751: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 757: Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 760: Mr. GILLMOR.

H.R. 774: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
SESSIONS, and Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 778: Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
CAPUANO, and Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 781: Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 786: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas and Mr.
BROWN of Ohio.

H.R. 827: Mrs. JONES of Ohio.

H.R. 840: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BAIRD, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
and Mr. SIMMONS.

H.R. 844: Mr. MCGOVERN and Ms. HART.

H.R. 876: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii, Mr. TERRY, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
KIND, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. KENNEDY
of Rhode Island, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. PETRI, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
SMITH of Washington, and Mr. JOHNSON of I1-
linois.

H.R. 902: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 910: Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 950: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr. STUMP.

H.R. 981: Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr.
MCKEON.

H.R. 1008: Mr. REHBERG and Mr. RADANO-
VICH.

H.R. 1014: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. PAYNE, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California, and Ms. MCCOLLUM.

H.R. 1073: Mr. WoLF, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. BORSKI, and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 1076: Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. BARCIA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs.
DAvVIS of California, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. HOLDEN, and Mr. SMITH of
Washington.

H.R. 1077: Mr. SCOTT.

H.R. 1079: Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 1090: Mr. HYDE, Mr. CROWLEY, Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. WU, and
Mr. EHLERS.

H.R. 1121: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr.
HERGER.

H.R. 1136: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 1140: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. BUYER,
and Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 1143: Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. CARSON of In-
diana, Mr. BONIOR, Ms. SoLIS, Mr. McGOV-
ERN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, and
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

H.R. 1157: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 1170: Mr. Wu, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, and Mr. MATSUI.

H.R. 1177: Mr. HOLDEN.

H.R. 1185: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 1192: Mr. ETHERIDGE and Mr. HOEFFEL.

H.R. 1198: Mr. LANTOS, Ms. Norton, Mr.
BisHOP, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. REYES, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. OWENS, and Mr.
BLUNT.

H.R. 1200: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1201: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 1230: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.
PALLONE, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 1254: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
GRucci, Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr.
LANGEVIN.

H.R. 1266: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. BECERRA, Ms.
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. LU-
THER.

H.R. 1287: Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 1297: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 1304: Mr. TERRY, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr.
HOEFFEL.

H.R. 1305: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
BACA, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BUYER, Mr. LATHAM,
and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 1318: Mr. YOoUNG of Alaska and Mr.
TOWNS.

H.R. 1329: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 1335: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1338: Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. HART,
Mr. GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 1340: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. GONZALEZ, and
Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 1344: Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 1352: Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 1353: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi,
FROST, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. PLATTS,
McHUGH, Mr. MURTHA, Ms. HOOLEY of
egon, Mr. GORDON, and Mr. ROSS.

H.R. 1354: Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. HINCHEY,
SOUDER, and Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 1360: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LANTOS, and
Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 1363: Mr. SWEENEY.

H.R. 1389: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.

H.R. 1405: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York and
Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 1406: Mr.
STAR.

H.R. 1407: Mr. MEEKS of New York.

H.R. 1427: Mr. GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 1433: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 1434: Ms. KAPTUR and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 1436: Mr. TURNER, Mr. DOYLE, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. SANDLIN, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. UpALL of Colorado, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. CARSON of Indiana,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. SOUDER, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.
LucAas of Kentucky, Mr. CLAY, and Ms.
SANCHEZ.

H.R. 1438: Mr.

H.R. 1452: Mr.

H.R. 1463: Mr.

H.R. 1484: Mr. CROWLEY.

H.R. 1492: Mr. CLEMENT.

H.R. 1511: Ms. WATERS, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS
of Virginia, Mr. FROST, Mr. KIRK, and Mr.
SOUDER.

H.R. 1525: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 1541: Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 1542: Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 1556: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. BLUNT.

H.R. 1591: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 1595: Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 1609: Mr. LATHAM, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, and Mr. MOLLOHAN.

H.R. 1616: Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 1637: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 1644: Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota and
Mr. NORWOOD.

and

Mr.
Mr.
Or-

Mr.

MCcGOVERN and Mr. OBER-

SHAW and Mr. SCHROCK.

SHAYS.
COOKSEY.
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H.R. 1648: Mr.
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 1650: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. PALLONE,
and Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 1669: Ms. SoLIS and Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 1671: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. PALLONE, and
Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 1683: Ms. SCHKOWSKY.

H.R. 1700: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. FRANK, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 1701: Mr. RYUN of Kansas and Mr.
COSTELLO.

H.R. 1707: Ms. SANCHEZ and Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 1716: Mrs. KELLY and Mr. CROWLEY.

H.R. 1718: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. UDALL of
Colorado, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
FOSSELLA, and Mr. BOYD.

H.R. 1733: Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. CARSON of In-
diana, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and
Mr. ROSS.

H.R. 1750: Mrs. DAVIS of California.

H.R. 1751: Mrs. DAVIS of California.

H.R. 1759: Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 1786: Mr. DOYLE, Ms. HART, and Mr.
SMITH of Michigan.

H.R. 1797: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Mr.
NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 1798: Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. McGoV-
ERN.

H.R. 1805: Mr. BUYER.

H.R. 1808: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. ENGEL, and Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 1809: Mr. DOYLE and Ms. SANCHEZ.

H.R. 1810: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. ALLEN, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 1828: Ms. NORTON and Mr. BRADY of
Texas.

H.R. 1832: Mr. SPENCE.

H.R. 1839: Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 1846: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 1847: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 1861: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.

Mr. MURTHA  and

H.R. 1862: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
BARCIA, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FROST, and Mr.
KUCINICH.

H.R. 1863: Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.R. 1864: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 1889: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 1896: Mr. UDALL of Colorado and Ms.
MCKINNEY.

H.R. 1907: Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 1908: Mr. BLUNT.

H.R. 1910: Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. TANCREDO,
and Mr. SHIMKUS.

H.R. 1911: Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 1922: Ms. SOLIS.

H.R. 1927: Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 1931: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 1938: Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs.
Ohio, and Mr. GREENWOOD.

H.R. 1939: Mr. FRANK.

H.R. 1944: Mr. GUTKNECHT.

H.R. 1945: Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 1950: Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. PAUL,
and Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 1954: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. LARSEN
of Washington, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. CLEMENT,
Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. HEFLEY, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. LINDER.

H.R. 1957: Mr. STRICKLAND.

H.R. 1968: Mr. STUPAK, Ms. SANCHEZ, and
Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 1969: Mr. CROWLEY and Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 1979: Mr. FRrRoOsT, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
GOODE, Ms. HART, and Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 1982: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania,
Mrs. WILSON, Mr. WELDON of Florida, and Mr.
PAUL.

H.R. 1985: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 1986: Mr. BARR of Georgia.

H.R. 1992: Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 1997: Mrs. JONES of Ohio and Mr.
PETRI.

JONES of
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H.R. 2001: Mr. POMEROY, Mr. HANSEN,
Mr. SESSIONS.

and

H.R. 2020: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. CHAMBLISS, and
Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2023: Mr. GORDON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
JENKINS, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. DOOLITTLE, and
Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2040: Mr. DoOOLEY of California, Mr.
BERMAN, and Ms. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 2047: Mr. ISAKSON.

H.R. 2048: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 2055: Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. CANTOR, Ms.

GRANGER, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
BARTON of Texas, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
WICKER, and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 2059: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
PALLONE, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Mr.
DEFAZIO.

H.R. 2064: Mr. STARK, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. FROST, and
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 2074: Mr. FILNER and Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 2079: Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 2080: Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 2088: Mr. GRAVES, Mr. CLAY, and Mr.
LIPINSKI.

H.R. 2095: Mr. FILNER, Mr. MCGOVERN, and
Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 2096: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, and Mr. ISAKSON.

H.R. 2102: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
HoOLEY of Oregon, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. MINK
of Hawaii, Mr. BOEHLERT, and Mr. TAYLOR of
Mississippi.

H.R. 2108: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Mr.
RANGEL.

H.R. 2117: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
and Mr. MOORE.

H.J. Res. 6: Mr. HORN.

H.J. Res. 36: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
HOBSON, Mr. FROST, Mr. BOEHNER, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mrs. BoNO, and Mr. HOUGHTON.

H.J. Res. 45: Mr. HOSTETTLER.

H. Con. Res. 68: Mr. HEFLEY.

H. Con. Res. 121: Mr. KING, Mr. SCHAFFER,
and Mr. HAYWORTH.

H. Con. Res. 145: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. BAcA, and Mr. MOORE.

H. Res. 97: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H. Res. 117: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. FERGUSON.

H. Res. 124: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. HYDE, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr.
MILLER of Florida.

H. Res. 1562: Ms. HART, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. MAT-
SUI, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Ms. HARMAN, Ms.
SANCHEZ, Mr. TANNER, and Mr. FROST.

———

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1716: Mr. EDWARDS.

——————

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1088
OFFERED BY: MR. OXLEY

(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)

AMENDMENT No. 1: Strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Investor and
Capital Markets Fee Relief Act’’.
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SEC. 2. IMMEDIATE TRANSACTION FEE REDUC-
TIONS.

Section 31 of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78ee) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘%300 of one percent’ each
place it appears in subsections (b) and (d)
and inserting ‘‘$15 per $1,000,000’’;

(2) by striking ‘“‘and security futures prod-
ucts’” each place it appears in such sub-
sections and inserting ‘‘security futures
products, and options on securities indexes
(excluding a narrow-based security index)’’;

(3) in the first sentence of subsection (b),
by striking ‘‘, except that” and all that fol-
lows through the end of such sentence and
inserting a period;

(4) in paragraph (1) of subsection (d), by
striking ‘‘, except that’” and all that follows
through the end of such paragraph and in-
serting a period;

(5) in subsection (e), by striking $0.02”
and inserting ‘$0.009’; and

(6) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘(i) PRO RATA APPLICATION.—The rates per
$1,000,000 required by this section shall be ap-
plied pro rata to amounts and balances of
less than $1,000,000."".

SEC. 3. REVISION OF SECURITIES TRANSACTION
FEE PROVISIONS; ADDITIONAL FEE
REDUCTIONS.

(a) POOLING AND ALLOCATION OF COLLEC-
TIONS.—Section 31 of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. T8ee) is further
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking ‘“Every’” and inserting
‘““‘Subject to subsection (j), each’’; and

(B) by striking the last sentence;

(2) by striking subsection (c);

(3) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3);

(B) by striking the following:

““(d) OFF-EXCHANGE TRADES OF LAST-SALE-
REPORTED SECURITIES.—

‘(1) COVERED TRANSACTIONS.—Each na-
tional securities”
and inserting the following:

“(c) OFF-EXCHANGE TRADES OF EXCHANGE
REGISTERED AND LAST-SALE-REPORTED SECU-
RITIES.—Subject to subsection (j), each na-
tional securities’’;

(C) by inserting ‘‘registered on a national
securities exchange or’ after ‘‘narrow-based
security index))”’ (as added by section 2(2));
and

(D) by striking ‘, excluding any sales for
which a fee is paid under subsection (¢)’’;

(4) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘except
that for fiscal year 2007’ and all that follows
through the end of such subsection and in-
serting the following: ‘‘except that for fiscal
yvear 2007 and each succeeding fiscal year
such assessment shall be equal to $0.0042 for
each such transaction.”’;

(5) in subsection (f), by striking ‘“‘DATES
FOR PAYMENT OF FEES.—The fees required”
and inserting ‘‘DATES FOR PAYMENTS.—The
fees and assessments required’’;

(6) by redesignating subsections (e)
through (i) (as added by section 2(5)) as sub-
sections (d) through (h), respectively;

(7) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘(i) DEPOSIT OF FEES.—

‘(1) OFFSETTING COLLECTIONS.—Fees col-
lected pursuant to subsections (b), (c), and
(d) for any fiscal year—

‘“(A) shall be deposited and credited as off-
setting collections to the account providing
appropriations to the Commission; and

‘“(B) except as provided in subsection (k),
shall not be collected for any fiscal year ex-
cept to the extent provided in advance in ap-
propriation Acts.

‘(2) GENERAL REVENUES PROHIBITED.—No
fees collected pursuant to subsections (b),
(c), and (d) for fiscal year 2002 or any suc-
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ceeding fiscal year shall be deposited and
credited as general revenue of the Treas-
ury.”.

(b) ADDITIONAL REDUCTIONS OF FEES.—

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 31 of the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. T8ee) is
further amended by adding after subsection
(i) (as added by subsection (a)(7)) the fol-
lowing new subsections:

*“(j) RECAPTURE OF PROJECTION WINDFALLS
FOR FURTHER RATE REDUCTIONS.—

‘(1) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—For each of the
fiscal years 2003 through 2011, the Commis-
sion shall by order adjust each of the rates
applicable under subsections (b) and (c¢) for
such fiscal year to a uniform adjusted rate
that, when applied to the baseline estimate
of the aggregate dollar amount of sales for
such fiscal year, is reasonably likely to
produce aggregate fee collections under this
section (including assessments collected
under subsection (d)) that are equal to the
target offsetting collection amount for such
fiscal year.

‘(2) MID-YEAR ADJUSTMENT.—For each of
the fiscal years 2002 through 2011, the Com-
mission shall determine, by March 1 of such
fiscal year, whether, based on the actual ag-
gregate dollar volume of sales during the
first 5 months of such fiscal year, the base-
line estimate of the aggregate dollar volume
of sales used under paragraph (1) for such fis-
cal year (or $48,800,000,000,000 in the case of
fiscal year 2002) is reasonably likely to be 10
percent (or more) greater or less than the ac-
tual aggregate dollar volume of sales for
such fiscal year. If the Commission so deter-
mines, the Commission shall by order, no
later than such March 1, adjust each of the
rates applicable under subsections (b) and (c¢)
for such fiscal year to a uniform adjusted
rate that, when applied to the revised esti-
mate of the aggregate dollar amount of sales
for the remainder of such fiscal year, is rea-
sonably likely to produce aggregate fee col-
lections under this section (including fees
collected during such 5-month period and as-
sessments collected under subsection (d))
that are equal to the target offsetting collec-
tion amount for such fiscal year. In making
such revised estimate, the Commission shall,
after consultation with the Congressional
Budget Office and the Office of Management
and Budget, use the same methodology re-
quired by subsection (1)(2).

“(3) FINAL RATE ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal
year 2012 and all of the succeeding fiscal
years, the Commission shall by order adjust
each of the rates applicable under sub-
sections (b) and (c) for all of such fiscal years
to a uniform adjusted rate that, when ap-
plied to the baseline estimate of the aggre-
gate dollar amount of sales for fiscal year
2012, is reasonably likely to produce aggre-
gate fee collections under this section in fis-
cal year 2012 (including assessments col-
lected under subsection (d)) equal to the tar-
get offsetting collection amount for fiscal
year 2011.

‘“(4) REVIEW AND EFFECTIVE DATE.— In exer-
cising its authority under this subsection,
the Commission shall not be required to
comply with the provisions of section 553 of
title 5, United States Code. An adjusted rate
prescribed under paragraph (1), (2), or (3) and
published under subsection (g) shall not be
subject to judicial review. Subject to sub-
sections (1)(1)(B) and (k)—

““(A) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (1) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘(1) the first day of the fiscal year to which
such rate applies; or

‘‘(ii) 30 days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for
such fiscal year is enacted;

‘“(B) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (2) shall take effect on April 1 of
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the fiscal year to which such rate applies;
and

“(C) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (3) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘‘(i) the first day of fiscal year 2012; or

‘‘(ii) 30 days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for fis-
cal year 2012 is enacted.

(k) LAPSE OF APPROPRIATION.—If on the
first day of a fiscal year a regular appropria-
tion to the Commission has not been en-
acted, the Commission shall continue to col-
lect (as offsetting collections) the fees and
assessments under subsections (b), (c), and
(d) at the rate in effect during the preceding
fiscal year, until 30 days after the date such
a regular appropriation is enacted.

‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘(1) TARGET OFFSETTING COLLECTION
AMOUNT.—The target offsetting collection
amount for each of the fiscal years 2002
through 2011 is determined according to the
following table:

Target offsetting

collection amount
$732,000,000
$849,000,000
$1,028,000,000
$1,220,000,000
$1,435,000,000
$881,000,000
$892,000,000
$1,023,000,000
$1,161,000,000
$1,321,000,000

‘‘(2) BASELINE ESTIMATE OF THE AGGREGATE
DOLLAR AMOUNT OF SALES.—The baseline esti-
mate of the aggregate dollar amount of sales
for any fiscal year is the baseline estimate of
the aggregate dollar amount of sales of secu-
rities (other than bonds, debentures, other
evidences of indebtedness, security futures
products, and options on securities indexes
(excluding a narrow-based security index)) to
be transacted on each national securities ex-
change and by or through any member of
each national securities association (other-
wise than on a national securities exchange)
during such fiscal year as determined by the
Commission, after consultation with the
Congressional Budget Office and the Office of
Management and Budget, using the method-
ology required for making projections pursu-
ant to section 257 of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.”’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 31(g)
of such Act (as redesignated by subsection
(a)(6) of this section) is amended by inserting
before the period at the end the following:
“not later than April 30 of the fiscal year
preceding the fiscal year to which such rate
applies, together with any estimates or pro-
jections on which such fees are based”’.

SEC. 4. REDUCTION OF REGISTRATION FEES.

Section 6(b) of the Securities Act of 1933 (15
U.S.C. TMf(b)) is amended by striking para-
graphs (2) through (5) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘(2) FEE PAYMENT REQUIRED.—At the time
of filing a registration statement, the appli-
cant shall pay to the Commission a fee at a
rate that shall be equal to $92 per $1,000,000 of
the maximum aggregate price at which such
securities are proposed to be offered, except
that during fiscal year 2003 and any suc-
ceeding fiscal year such fee shall be adjusted
pursuant to paragraph (5) or (6).

‘“(3) OFFSETTING COLLECTIONS.—Fees col-
lected pursuant to this subsection for any
fiscal year—

‘‘(A) shall be deposited and credited as off-
setting collections to the account providing
appropriations to the Commission; and

‘“(B) except as provided in paragraph (9),
shall not be collected for any fiscal year ex-

“Fiscal year:
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cept to the extent provided in advance in ap-
propriation Acts.

‘(4) GENERAL REVENUES PROHIBITED.—No
fees collected pursuant to this subsection for
fiscal year 2002 or any succeeding fiscal year
shall be deposited and credited as general
revenue of the Treasury.

‘“(5) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—For each of the
fiscal years 2003 through 2011, the Commis-
sion shall by order adjust the rate required
by paragraph (2) for such fiscal year to a rate
that, when applied to the baseline estimate
of the aggregate maximum offering prices
for such fiscal year, is reasonably likely to
produce aggregate fee collections under this
subsection that are equal to the target off-
setting collection amount for such fiscal
year.

‘(6) FINAL RATE ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal
year 2012 and all of the succeeding fiscal
years, the Commission shall by order adjust
the rate required by paragraph (2) for all of
such fiscal years to a rate that, when applied
to the baseline estimate of the aggregate
maximum offering prices for fiscal year 2012,
is reasonably likely to produce aggregate fee
collections under this subsection in fiscal
yvear 2012 equal to the target offsetting col-
lection amount for fiscal year 2011.

‘(T PRO RATA APPLICATION.—The rates per
$1,000,000 required by this subsection shall be
applied pro rata to amounts and balances of
less than $1,000,000.

‘(8) REVIEW AND EFFECTIVE DATE.— In exer-
cising its authority under this subsection,
the Commission shall not be required to
comply with the provisions of section 553 of
title 5, United States Code. An adjusted rate
prescribed under paragraph (5) or (6) and pub-
lished under paragraph (10) shall not be sub-
ject to judicial review. Subject to paragraphs
(3)(B) and (9—

‘“(A) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (5) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘(i) the first day of the fiscal year to which
such rate applies; or

‘“(ii) b days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for
such fiscal year is enacted; and

‘“(B) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (6) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘‘(1) the first day of fiscal year 2012; or

‘‘(i1) b days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for fis-
cal year 2012 is enacted.

‘“(9) LAPSE OF APPROPRIATION.—If on the
first day of a fiscal year a regular appropria-
tion to the Commission has not been en-
acted, the Commission shall continue to col-
lect fees (as offsetting collections) under this
subsection at the rate in effect during the
preceding fiscal year, until 5 days after the
date such a regular appropriation is enacted.

‘(10) PUBLICATION.—The Commission shall
publish in the Federal Register notices of the
rate applicable under this subsection and
under sections 13(e) and 14(g) for each fiscal
yvear not later than April 30 of the fiscal year
preceding the fiscal year to which such rate
applies, together with any estimates or pro-
jections on which such rate is based.

‘“(11) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subsection:

‘““(A) TARGET OFFSETTING COLLECTION
AMOUNT.—The target offsetting collection
amount for each of the fiscal years 2002
through 2011 is determined according to the
following table:

Target offsetting
collection amount

“Fiscal year:
$337,000,000

2003 $435,000,000
2004 $467,000,000
2005 $570,000,000
2006 $689,000,000
2007 oo, $214,000,000
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2008 ..o $234,000,000
2009 ..o $284,000,000
2010 oo $334,000,000
2011 $394,000,000

‘(B) BASELINE ESTIMATE OF THE AGGREGATE
MAXIMUM OFFERING PRICES.—The baseline es-
timate of the aggregate maximum offering
prices for any fiscal year is the baseline esti-
mate of the aggregate maximum offering
price at which securities are proposed to be
offered pursuant to registration statements
filed with the Commission during such fiscal
year as determined by the Commission, after
consultation with the Congressional Budget
Office and the Office of Management and
Budget, using the methodology required for
projections pursuant to section 257 of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.”.

SEC. 5. FEES FOR STOCK REPURCHASE STATE-
MENTS.

Section 13(e) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m(e)) is amended

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘a fee of
Y50 of 1 per centum of the value of securities
proposed to be purchased” and inserting ‘‘a
fee at a rate that, subject to paragraphs (5)
and (6), is equal to $92 per $1,000,000 of the
value of securities proposed to be pur-
chased’’;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

‘“(4) OFFSETTING COLLECTIONS.—Fees col-
lected pursuant to this subsection for any
fiscal year shall be deposited and credited as
offsetting collections to the account pro-
viding appropriations to the Commission,
and, except as provided in paragraph (9),
shall not be collected for any fiscal year ex-
cept to the extent provided in advance in ap-
propriation Acts. No fees collected pursuant
to this subsection for fiscal year 2002 or any
succeeding fiscal year shall be deposited and
credited as general revenue of the Treasury.

‘(6) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—For each of the
fiscal years 2003 through 2011, the Commis-
sion shall by order adjust the rate required
by paragraph (3) for such fiscal year to a rate
that is equal to the rate (expressed in dollars
per million) that is applicable under section
6(b) of the Securities Act of 1933 for such fis-
cal year.

‘(6) FINAL RATE ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal
year 2012 and all of the succeeding fiscal
years, the Commission shall by order adjust
the rate required by paragraph (3) for all of
such fiscal years to a rate that is equal to
the rate (expressed in dollars per million)
that is applicable under section 6(b) of the
Securities Act of 1933 for all of such fiscal
years.

“(7T) PRO RATA APPLICATION.—The rates per
$1,000,000 required by this subsection shall be
applied pro rata to amounts and balances of
less than $1,000,000.

‘“(8) REVIEW AND EFFECTIVE DATE.— In exer-
cising its authority under this subsection,
the Commission shall not be required to
comply with the provisions of section 553 of
title 5, United States Code. An adjusted rate
prescribed under paragraph (5) or (6) and pub-
lished under paragraph (10) shall not be sub-
ject to judicial review. Subject to paragraphs
(4) and (9)—

‘““(A) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (5) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘(i) the first day of the fiscal year to which
such rate applies; or

‘‘(ii) 5 days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for
such fiscal year is enacted; and

“(B) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (6) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘(1) the first day of fiscal year 2012; or
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‘‘(ii) 5 days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for fis-
cal year 2012 is enacted.

‘“(9) LAPSE OF APPROPRIATION.—If on the
first day of a fiscal year a regular appropria-
tion to the Commission has not been en-
acted, the Commission shall continue to col-
lect fees (as offsetting collections) under this
subsection at the rate in effect during the
preceding fiscal year, until 5 days after the
date such a regular appropriation is enacted.

‘“(10) PUBLICATION.—The rate applicable
under this subsection for each fiscal year is
published pursuant to section 6(b)(10) of the
Securities Act of 1933.”.

SEC. 6. FEES FOR PROXY SOLICITATIONS AND
STATEMENTS IN CORPORATE CON-
TROL TRANSACTIONS.

Section 14(g) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (156 U.S.C. 78m(e)(3)) is amended—

(1) in paragraphs (1) and (3), by striking “‘a
fee of Y50 of 1 per centum of”’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘a fee at a rate that, sub-
ject to paragraphs (5) and (6), is equal to $92
per $1,000,000 of*’;

(2) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (11); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

‘“(4) OFFSETTING COLLECTIONS.—Fees col-
lected pursuant to this subsection for any
fiscal year shall be deposited and credited as
offsetting collections to the account pro-
viding appropriations to the Commission,
and, except as provided in paragraph (9),
shall not be collected for any fiscal year ex-
cept to the extent provided in advance in ap-
propriation Acts. No fees collected pursuant
to this subsection for fiscal year 2002 or any
succeeding fiscal year shall be deposited and
credited as general revenue of the Treasury.

‘(5) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—For each of the
fiscal years 2003 through 2011, the Commis-
sion shall by order adjust each of the rates
required by paragraphs (1) and (3) for such
fiscal year to a rate that is equal to the rate
(expressed in dollars per million) that is ap-
plicable under section 6(b) of the Securities
Act of 1933 for such fiscal year.

‘(6) FINAL RATE ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal
year 2012 and all of the succeeding fiscal
years, the Commission shall by order adjust
each of the rates required by paragraphs (1)
and (3) for all of such fiscal years to a rate
that is equal to the rate (expressed in dollars
per million) that is applicable under section
6(b) of the Securities Act of 1933 for all of
such fiscal years.

““(7T) PRO RATA APPLICATION.—The rates per
$1,000,000 required by this subsection shall be
applied pro rata to amounts and balances of
less than $1,000,000.

‘“(8) REVIEW AND EFFECTIVE DATE.— In exer-
cising its authority under this subsection,
the Commission shall not be required to
comply with the provisions of section 553 of
title 5, United States Code. An adjusted rate
prescribed under paragraph (5) or (6) and pub-
lished under paragraph (10) shall not be sub-
ject to judicial review. Subject to paragraphs
(4) and (9)—

““(A) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (5) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘(i) the first day of the fiscal year to which
such rate applies; or

‘“(ii) 5 days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for
such fiscal year is enacted; and

‘“(B) an adjusted rate prescribed under
paragraph (6) shall take effect on the later
of—

‘(i) the first day of fiscal year 2012; or

‘‘(ii) b days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for fis-
cal year 2012 is enacted.

“(9) LAPSE OF APPROPRIATION.—If on the
first day of a fiscal year a regular appropria-
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tion to the Commission has not been en-
acted, the Commission shall continue to col-
lect fees (as offsetting collections) under this
subsection at the rate in effect during the
preceding fiscal year, until 5 days after the
date such a regular appropriation is enacted.

‘(10) PuUBLICATION.—The rate applicable
under this subsection for each fiscal year is
published pursuant to section 6(b)(10) of the
Securities Act of 1933.”".

SEC. 7. TRUST INDENTURE ACT FEE.

Section 307(b) of the Trust Indenture Act
of 1939 (156 U.S.C. 77ggg(b)) is amended by
striking ‘‘Commission, but, in the case’ and
all that follows and inserting ‘Commis-
sion.”.

SEC. 8. COMPARABILITY PROVISIONS.

(a) COMMISSION DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
Subpart C of part III of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“CHAPTER 48—AGENCY PERSONNEL
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
“Sec.
‘‘4801. Nonapplicability of chapter 47.
¢°4802. Securities and Exchange Commission.
“§4801. Nonapplicability of chapter 47

“Chapter 47 shall not apply to this chapter.
“§4802. Securities and Exchange Commission

‘“(a) In this section, the term ‘Commission’
means the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion.

‘“(b) The Commission may appoint and fix
the compensation of such officers, attorneys,
economists, examiners, and other employees
as may be necessary for carrying out its
functions under the securities laws as de-
fined under section 3 of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c).

‘“(c) Rates of basic pay for all employees of
the Commission may be set and adjusted by
the Commission without regard to the provi-
sions of chapter 51 or subchapter III of chap-
ter 53.

‘(d) The Commission may provide addi-
tional compensation and benefits to employ-
ees of the Commission if the same type of
compensation or benefits are then being pro-
vided by any agency referred to under sec-
tion 1206 of the Financial Institutions Re-
form, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
(12 U.S.C. 1833b) or, if not then being pro-
vided, could be provided by such an agency
under applicable provisions of law, rule, or
regulation. In setting and adjusting the total
amount of compensation and benefits for em-
ployees, the Commission shall consult with,
and seek to maintain comparability with,
the agencies referred to under section 1206 of
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery,
and Enforcement Act of 1989 (12 U.S.C. 1833b).

‘“(e) The Commission shall consult with
the Office of Personnel Management in the
implementation of this section.

‘(f) This section shall be administered con-
sistent with merit system principles.”.

(b) EMPLOYEES REPRESENTED BY LABOR OR-
GANIZATIONS.—To the extent that any em-
ployee of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission is represented by a labor organiza-
tion with exclusive recognition in accord-
ance with chapter 71 of title 5, United States
Code, no reduction in base pay of such em-
ployee shall be made by reason of enactment
of this section (including the amendments
made by this section).

(¢) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AND REPORT.—

(1) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Securities and Ex-
change Commission shall develop a plan to
implement section 4802 of title 5, United
States Code, as added by this section.

(B) INCLUSION IN ANNUAL PERFORMANCE
PLAN AND REPORT.—The Securities and Ex-
change Commission shall include—

(i) the plan developed under this paragraph
in the annual program performance plan sub-
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mitted under section 1115 of title 31, United
States Code; and

(ii) the effects of implementing the plan
developed under this paragraph in the annual
program performance report submitted
under section 1116 of title 31, United States
Code.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION REPORT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Before implementing the
plan developed under paragraph (1), the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission shall sub-
mit a report to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs and the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Government Reform
and the Committee on Financial Services of
the House of Representatives, and the Office
of Personnel Management on the details of
the plan.

(B) CONTENT.—The report under this para-
graph shall include—

(i) evidence and supporting documentation
justifying the plan; and

(ii) budgeting projections on costs and ben-
efits resulting from the plan.

(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES
CODE.—

(A) The table of chapters for part III of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end of subpart C the following:
““48. Agency Personnel Dem-

onstration Project 4801.”.

(B) Section 3132(a)(1) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(i) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘or
after the semicolon;

(ii) in subparagraph (D), by inserting ‘‘or”’
after the semicolon; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(E) the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion;”.

(C) Section 5373(a) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or’’ after
the semicolon;

(ii) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; or”’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

“(4) section 4802.”.

(2) AMENDMENT TO SECURITIES EXCHANGE
ACT OF 1934¢.—Section 4(b) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (156 U.S.C. 78d(b)) is
amended by striking paragraphs (1) and (2)
and inserting the following:

(1) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.—The
Commission shall appoint and compensate
officers, attorneys, economists, examiners,
and other employees in accordance with sec-
tion 4802 of title 5, United States Code.

‘“(2) REPORTING OF INFORMATION.—In estab-
lishing and adjusting schedules of compensa-
tion and benefits for officers, attorneys,
economists, examiners, and other employees
of the Commission under applicable provi-
sions of law, the Commission shall inform
the heads of the agencies referred to under
section 1206 of the Financial Institutions Re-
form, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
(12 U.S.C. 1833b) and Congress of such com-
pensation and benefits and shall seek to
maintain comparability with such agencies
regarding compensation and benefits.”’.

(3) AMENDMENT TO FIRREA OF 1989.—Section
1206 of the Financial Institutions Reform,
Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989 (12
U.S.C. 1833b) is amended by striking ‘‘the
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board
of the Resolution Trust Corporation”.

SEC. 9. STUDY OF THE EFFECT OF FEE REDUC-
TIONS.

(a) STUDY.—The Office of Economic Anal-
ysis of the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion (hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Office’’)
shall conduct a study of the extent to which
the benefits of reductions in fees effected as

)
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a result of this Act are passed on to inves-
tors.

(b) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—In con-
ducting the study under subsection (a), the
Office shall—

(1) consider the various elements of the se-
curities industry directly and indirectly ben-
efitting from the fee reductions, including
purchasers and sellers of securities, members
of national securities exchanges, issuers,
broker-dealers, underwriters, participants in
investment companies, retirement programs,
and others;

(2) consider the impact on different types
of investors, such as individual equity hold-
ers, individual investment company share-
holders, businesses, and other types of inves-
tors;

(3) include in the interpretation of the
term ‘‘investor’ shareholders of entities sub-
ject to the fee reductions; and

(4) consider the economic benefits to inves-
tors flowing from the fee reductions to in-
clude such factors as market efficiency, ex-
pansion of investment opportunities, and en-
hanced liquidity and capital formation.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion shall submit to the Congress the report
prepared by the Office on the findings of the
study conducted under subsection (a).

SEC. 10. STUDY OF CONVERSION TO SELF-FUND-
ING.

(a) GAO STUDY REQUIRED.—The Comp-
troller General shall conduct a study of the
impact, implications, and consequences of
converting the Securities and Exchange
Commission to a self-funded basis. Such
study shall include analysis of the following
issues:

(1) SEC OPERATIONS.—The impact of such
conversion on the Commission’s operations,
including staff quality, recruitment, and re-
tention.

(2) CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT.—The impli-
cations for congressional oversight of the
Commission, including whether imposing an-
nual expenditure limitations would be bene-
ficial to such oversight.

(3) FEES.—The likely consequences of the
conversion on the rates, collection proce-
dures, and predictability of fees collected by
the Commission.

(4) APPROPRIATIONS.—The methods by
which the conversion may be accomplished
without reducing the availability of offset-
ting collections for appropriations.

(56) OTHER MATTERS.—Such other impacts,
implications, and consequences as the Comp-
troller General may consider relevant to
congressional consideration of the question
of such conversion.

(b) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—The Comp-
troller General shall submit to the Commit-
tees on Financial Services and Government
Reform of the House of Representatives and
the Committees on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs and Governmental Affairs of
the Senate a report on the study required by
subsection (a) no later than 180 after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(c) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
section, the term ‘‘self-funded basis’’ means
that—

(1) an agency is authorized to deposit the
receipts of its collections in the Treasury of
the United States, or in a depository institu-
tion, but such deposits are not treated as
Government funds or appropriated monies,
and are available for the salaries and other
expenses of the Commission and its employ-
ees without annual appropriation or appor-
tionment; and

(2) the agency is authorized to employ and
fix the salaries and other compensation of its
officers and employees, and such salaries and
other compensation are paid without regard
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to the provisions of other laws applicable to
officers and employees of the United States.
SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsections (b) and (c), the amendments
made by this Act shall take effect on Octo-
ber 1, 2001.

(b) IMMEDIATE TRANSACTION FEE REDUC-
TIONS.—The amendments made by section 2
shall take effect on the later of—

(1) the first day of fiscal year 2002; or

(2) 30 days after the date on which a reg-
ular appropriation to the Commission for
such fiscal year is enacted.

(c) ADDITIONAL EXCEPTIONS.—The authori-
ties provided by section 6(b)(9) of the Securi-
ties Act of 1933 and sections 13(e)(9), 14(g)(9)
and 31(k) of the Securities Exchange Act of
1934, as so designated by this Act, shall not
apply until October 1, 2002.

H.R. 1088
OFFERED BY: MR. LAFALCE
(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)

AMENDMENT No. 2: Strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Fairness in Securities Transactions
Act”.

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The United States capital markets are
recognized as the most liquid, efficient, and
fair in the world.

(2) The Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion has been charged since 1934 with main-
taining the integrity of the United States
capital markets and with the protection of
investors in those markets.

(3) The majority of American households
have their savings invested in those securi-
ties markets.

(4) A lack of pay parity for the employees
of the Securities and Exchange Commission
with other United States financial regu-
lators poses a serious threat to the ability of
the Commission to recruit and retain the
professional staff required to carry out its
essential mission.

SEC. 2. IMMEDIATE FEE REDUCTION.

Section 31 of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934 (15 U.S.C. T8ee) is amended by striking
¢“1/300 of one percent’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘1/500 of one percent’.

SEC. 3. REVISION OF SECURITIES TRANSACTION
FEE PROVISIONS; ADDITIONAL FEE
REDUCTIONS.

(a) POOLING AND ALLOCATION OF COLLEC-
TIONS.—Section 31 of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78ee) is further
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘Every’” and inserting
‘‘Subject to subsection (i), each’’; and

(B) by striking the last sentence;

(2) by striking subsection (c);

(3) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3);

(B) by striking the following:

“(d) OFF-EXCHANGE TRADES OF LAST-SALE-
REPORTED SECURITIES.—

‘(1) COVERED TRANSACTIONS.—Each na-
tional securities”
and inserting the following:

‘“(c) OFF-EXCHANGE TRADES OF EXCHANGE
REGISTERED AND LAST-SALE-REPORTED SECU-
RITIES.—Subject to subsection (i), each na-
tional securities’’;

(C) by inserting ‘‘registered on a national
securities exchange or’ after ‘‘security fu-
tures products)’’;

(D) by striking *‘, excluding any sales for
which a fee is paid under subsection (c)’’;

(4) by redesignating subsections (e)
through (h) as subsections (d) through (g),
respectively;
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(5) in subsection (e) (as redesignated by
paragraph (4)), by striking ‘“(b), (¢), and (d)”’
and inserting ‘‘(b) and (¢)”’; and

(6) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(h) DEPOSIT OF FEES.—

‘(1) OFFSETTING COLLECTIONS.—Fees col-
lected pursuant to subsections (b) and (c¢) for
any fiscal year—

‘“(A) shall be deposited and credited as off-
setting collections to the account providing
appropriations to the Commission, except
that the amount so deposited and credited
for fiscal years 2007 through 2011 shall not ex-
ceed the target offsetting collection amount
for such fiscal year; and

‘(B) shall not be collected for any fiscal
year except to the extent provided in ad-
vance in appropriation Acts.

‘“(2) GENERAL REVENUES.—Fees collected
pursuant to subsections (b) and (c) for fiscal
years 2007 through 2011 in excess of the
amount deposited and credited as offsetting
collections pursuant to paragraph (1) for
such fiscal year shall be deposited and cred-
ited as general revenue of the Treasury. No
fees collected pursuant to such subsections
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, fiscal year
2012, or any succeeding fiscal year shall be
deposited and credited as general revenue of
the Treasury.”.

(b) ADDITIONAL REDUCTIONS OF FEES.—

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 31 of the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934 (156 U.S.C. T8ee) is
further amended by adding after subsection
(h) (as added by subsection (a)(6)) the fol-
lowing new subsections:

‘(1) RECAPTURE OF PROJECTION WINDFALLS
FOR FURTHER RATE REDUCTIONS.—

‘(1) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—For each of the
fiscal years 2003 through 2011, the Commis-
sion shall by order adjust each of the rates
applicable under subsections (b) and (c) for
such fiscal year to a uniform adjusted rate
that, when applied to the baseline estimate
of the aggregate dollar amount of sales for
such fiscal year, is reasonably likely to
produce aggregate fee collections under this
section that are equal to the sum of—

‘““(A) the target offsetting collection
amount for such fiscal year; and

‘(B) the target general revenue amount for
such fiscal year.

‘(2) FINAL RATE ADJUSTMENT.—For fiscal
year 2012 and all of the succeeding fiscal
years, the Commission shall by order adjust
each of the rates applicable under sub-
sections (b) and (c) for all of such fiscal years
to a uniform adjusted rate that, when ap-
plied to the baseline estimate of the aggre-
gate dollar amount of sales for fiscal year
2012, is reasonably likely to produce aggre-
gate fee collections under this section in fis-
cal year 2012 equal to the target offsetting
collection amount for fiscal year 2011.

‘“(3) LIMITATION ON RATE ADJUSTMENT.—
Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and (2), no
adjusted rate established under this sub-
section for any fiscal year shall exceed the
rate that would otherwise be applicable
under subsections (b) and (c¢) for such fiscal
year.

‘(4) REVIEW AND EFFECTIVE DATE.—An ad-
justed rate prescribed under paragraph (1) or
(2) and published under subsection (g) shall
not be subject to judicial review. Subject to
subsections (h)(1)(B) and (j), an adjusted rate
prescribed under paragraph (1) shall take ef-
fect on the first day of the fiscal year to
which such rate applies and an adjusted rate
prescribed under paragraph (2) shall take ef-
fect on the first day of fiscal year 2012.

“(j) LAPSE OF APPROPRIATION.—If on the
first day of a fiscal year a regular appropria-
tion to the Commission has not been en-
acted, the Commission shall continue to col-
lect fees (as offsetting collections) under
subsections (b) and (c) at the rate in effect
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during the preceding fiscal year, until such a
regular appropriation is enacted.

‘“(k) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
section:

(1) TARGET OFFSETTING COLLECTION
AMOUNT.—The target offsetting collection
amount is an amount equal to—

““(A) $976,000,000 for fiscal year 2002;

“(B) $1,132,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;

“(C) $1,370,000,000 for fiscal year 2004;

‘(D) $1,627,000,000 for fiscal year 2005;

“(B) $1,913,000,000 for fiscal year 2006;

“(F) $1,110,000,000 for fiscal year 2007;

“(G) $1,144,000,000 for fiscal year 2008;

““(H) $1,327,000,000 for fiscal year 2009;

‘(D) $1,523,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and

“(J) $1,745,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.

‘(2) TARGET GENERAL REVENUE AMOUNT.—
The target general revenue amount is an
amount equal to—

‘“(A) zero for each of the fiscal years 2002
through 2006;

“(B) $463,000,000 for fiscal year 2007;

¢(C) $449,000,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(D) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2009;

““(E) $551,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and

“(F) $614,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.

¢“(3) BASELINE ESTIMATE OF THE AGGREGATE
DOLLAR AMOUNT OF SALES.—The baseline esti-
mate of the aggregate dollar amount of sales
for any fiscal year is the baseline estimate of
the aggregate dollar amount of sales of secu-
rities (other than bonds, debentures, other
evidences of indebtedness, and security fu-
tures products) to be transacted on each na-
tional securities exchange and by or through
any member of each national securities asso-
ciation (otherwise than on a national securi-
ties exchange) during such fiscal year as de-
termined by the Congressional Budget Office
in making projections pursuant to section
257 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 and as contained
in the projection required to be made in
March of the preceding fiscal year.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 31(g)
of such Act is amended by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘“‘not
later than April 30 of the fiscal year pre-
ceding the fiscal year to which such rate ap-
plies”.

SEC. 4. COMPARABILITY PROVISIONS.

(a) COMMISSION DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
Subpart C of part III of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“CHAPTER 48—AGENCY PERSONNEL
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

“Sec.

¢“4801. Nonapplicability of chapter 47.

¢“4802. Securities and Exchange Commission.
“§ 4801. Nonapplicability of chapter 47.

‘“‘Chapter 47 shall not apply to this chapter.
“§4802. Securities and Exchange Commission

““(a) In this section, the term ‘Commission’
means the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion.

‘“‘(b) The Commission may appoint and fix
the compensation of such officers, attorneys,
economists, examiners, and other employees
as may be necessary for carrying out its
functions under the securities laws as de-
fined under section 3 of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c).

‘‘(c) Rates of basic pay for all employees of
the Commission may be set and adjusted by
the Commission without regard to the provi-
sions of chapter 51 or subchapter III of chap-
ter 53.

‘“(d) The Commission may provide addi-
tional compensation and benefits to employ-
ees of the Commission if the same type of
compensation or benefits are then being pro-
vided by any agency referred to under sec-
tion 1206 of the Financial Institutions Re-
form, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
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(12 U.S.C. 1833b) or, if not then being pro-
vided, could be provided by such an agency
under applicable provisions of law, rule, or
regulation. In setting and adjusting the total
amount of compensation and benefits for em-
ployees, the Commission shall consult with,
and seek to maintain comparability with,
the agencies referred to under section 1206 of
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery,
and Enforcement Act of 1989 (12 U.S.C. 1833b).

‘“(e) The Commission shall consult with
the Office of Personnel Management in the
implementation of this section.

‘(f) This section shall be administered con-
sistent with merit system principles.”.

(b) EMPLOYEES REPRESENTED BY LLABOR OR-
GANIZATIONS.—To the extent that any em-
ployee of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission is represented by a labor organiza-
tion with exclusive recognition in accord-
ance with chapter 71 of title 5, United States
Code, no reduction in base pay of such em-
ployee shall be made by reason of enactment
of this section (including the amendments
made by this section).

(¢) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AND REPORT.—

(1) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Securities and Ex-
change Commission shall develop a plan to
implement section 4802 of title 5, United
States Code, as added by this section.

(B) INCLUSION IN ANNUAL PERFORMANCE
PLAN AND REPORT.—The Securities and Ex-
change Commission shall include—

(i) the plan developed under this paragraph
in the annual program performance plan sub-
mitted under section 1115 of title 31, United
States Code; and

(ii) the effects of implementing the plan
developed under this paragraph in the annual
program performance report submitted
under section 1116 of title 31, United States
Code.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION REPORT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Before implementing the
plan developed under paragraph (1), the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission shall sub-
mit a report to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs and the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Government Reform
and the Committee on Financial Services of
the House of Representatives, and the Office
of Personnel Management on the details of
the plan.

(B) CONTENT.—The report under this para-
graph shall include—

(i) evidence and supporting documentation
justifying the plan; and

(ii) budgeting projections on costs and ben-
efits resulting from the plan.

(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES
CODE.—

(A) The table of chapters for part III of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end of subpart C the following:

‘“48. Agency Personnel Dem-

onstration Project 4801.”.

(B) Section 3132(a)(1) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(i) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or”’
after the semicolon;

(ii) in subparagraph (D), by inserting ‘‘or”’
after the semicolon; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(E) the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion;”’.

(C) Section 5373(a) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or’’ after
the semicolon;

(ii) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) section 4802.”".

H3073

(2) AMENDMENT TO SECURITIES EXCHANGE
ACT OF 193¢.—Section 4(b) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78d(b)) is
amended by striking paragraphs (1) and (2)
and inserting the following:

(1) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.—The
Commission shall appoint and compensate
officers, attorneys, economists, examiners,
and other employees in accordance with sec-
tion 4802 of title 5, United States Code.

*“(2) REPORTING OF INFORMATION.—In estab-
lishing and adjusting schedules of compensa-
tion and benefits for officers, attorneys,
economists, examiners, and other employees
of the Commission under applicable provi-
sions of law, the Commission shall inform
the heads of the agencies referred to under
section 1206 of the Financial Institutions Re-
form, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
(12 U.S.C. 1833b) and Congress of such com-
pensation and benefits and shall seek to
maintain comparability with such agencies
regarding compensation and benefits.”’.

(3) AMENDMENT TO FIRREA OF 1989.—Section
1206 of the Financial Institutions Reform,
Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989 (12
U.S.C. 1833b) is amended by striking ‘‘the
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board
of the Resolution Trust Corporation”.

SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by

this Act shall take effect on October 1, 2001.

H.R. 1157
OFFERED BY: MR. GILCHREST
(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)

AMENDMENT No. 1: Strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the
Salmon Recovery Act’.

SEC. 2. SALMON CONSERVATION AND SALMON
HABITAT RESTORATION  ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE ASSIST-
ANCE.—Subject to the availability of appro-
priations, the Secretary of Commerce shall
provide financial assistance in accordance
with this Act to qualified States and quali-
fied tribal governments for salmon conserva-
tion and salmon habitat restoration activi-
ties.

(b) ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts available
to provide assistance under this section each
fiscal year (after the application of section
3(g)), the Secretary—

(1) shall allocate 85 percent among quali-
fied States, in equal amounts; and

(2) shall allocate 15 percent among quali-
fied tribal governments, in amounts deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(¢) TRANSFER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The
promptly transfer—

(A) to a qualified State that has submitted
a Conservation and Restoration Plan under
section 3(a) amounts allocated to the quali-
fied State under subsection (b)(1) of this sec-
tion, unless the Secretary determines, with-
in 30 days after the submittal of the plan to
the Secretary, that the plan is inconsistent
with the requirements of this Act; and

(B) to a qualified tribal government that
has entered into a memorandum of under-
standing with the Secretary under section
3(b) amounts allocated to the qualified tribal
government under subsection (b)(2) of this
section.

(2) TRANSFERS TO QUALIFIED STATES.—The
Secretary shall make the transfer under
paragraph (1)(A)—

(A) to the Washington State Salmon Re-
covery Board, in the case of amounts allo-
cated to Washington;

(B) to the Oregon State Watershed En-
hancement Board, in the case of amounts al-
located to Oregon;

“Pacific

Secretary shall



H3074

(C) to the California Department of Fish
and Game for the California Coastal Salmon
Recovery Program, in the case of amounts
allocated to California;

(D) to the Governor of Alaska, in the case
of amounts allocated to Alaska; and

(E) to the Office of Species Conservation,
in the case of amounts allocated to Idaho.

(d) REALLOCATION.—

(1) AMOUNTS ALLOCATED TO QUALIFIED
STATES.—Amounts that are allocated to a
qualified State for a fiscal year shall be re-
allocated under subsection (b)(1) among the
other qualified States, if—

(A) the qualified State has not submitted a
plan in accordance with section 3(a) as of the
end of the fiscal year; or

(B) the amounts remain unobligated at the
end of the subsequent fiscal year.

(2) AMOUNTS ALLOCATED TO QUALIFIED TRIB-
AL GOVERNMENTS.—Amounts that are allo-
cated to a qualified tribal government for a
fiscal year shall be reallocated under sub-
section (b)(2) among the other qualified trib-
al governments, if the qualified tribal gov-
ernment has not entered into a memo-
randum of understanding with the Secretary
in accordance with section 3(b) as of the end
of the fiscal year.

SEC. 3. RECEIPT AND USE OF ASSISTANCE.

(a) QUALIFIED STATE SALMON CONSERVATION
AND RESTORATION PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To receive assistance
under this Act, a qualified State shall de-
velop and submit to the Secretary a Salmon
Conservation and Salmon Habitat Restora-
tion Plan.

(2) CONTENTS.—Each Salmon Conservation
and Salmon Restoration Plan shall, at a
minimum—

(A) be consistent with other applicable
Federal laws;

(B) be consistent with the goal of salmon
recovery;

(C) except as provided in subparagraph (D),
give priority to use of assistance under this
section for projects that—

(i) provide a direct and demonstrable ben-
efit to salmon or their habitat;

(ii) provide the greatest benefit to salmon
conservation and salmon habitat restoration
relative to the cost of the projects; and

(iii) conserve, and restore habitat, for—

(I) salmon that are listed as endangered
species or threatened species, proposed for
such listing, or candidates for such listing,
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); or

(IT) salmon that are given special protec-
tion under the laws or regulations of the
qualified State;

(D) in the case of a plan submitted by a
qualified State in which, as of the date of the
enactment of this Act, there is no area at
which a salmon species referred to in sub-
paragraph (C)(@iii)(I) spawns—

(i) give priority to use of assistance for
projects referred to in subparagraph (C)(i)
and (ii) that contribute to proactive pro-
grams to conserve and enhance species of
salmon that intermingle with, or are other-
wise related to, species referred to in sub-
paragraph (C)(iii)(I), which may include
(among other matters)—

(I) salmon-related research, data collec-
tion, and monitoring;

(IT) salmon supplementation and enhance-
ment;

(IIT) salmon habitat restoration;

(IV) increasing economic opportunities for
salmon fishermen; and

(V) national and international cooperative
habitat programs; and

(ii) provide for revision of the plan within
one year after any date on which any salmon
species that spawns in the qualified State is
listed as an endangered species or threatened
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species, proposed for such listing, or a can-
didate for such listing, under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.);

(E) establish specific goals and timelines
for activities funded with such assistance;

(F) include measurable criteria by which
such activities may be evaluated;

(G) require that activities carried out with
such assistance shall—

(i) be scientifically based;

(ii) be cost effective;

(iii) not be conducted on private land ex-
cept with the consent of the owner of the
land; and

(iv) contribute to the conservation and re-
covery of salmon;

(H) require that the qualified State main-
tain its aggregate expenditures of funds from
non-Federal sources for salmon habitat res-
toration programs at or above the average
level of such expenditures in the 2 fiscal
years preceding the date of the enactment of
this Act; and

(I) ensure that activities funded under this
Act are conducted in a manner in which, and
in areas where, the State has determined
that they will have long-term benefits.

(3) SOLICITATION OF COMMENTS.—In pre-
paring a plan under this subsection a quali-
fied State shall seek comments on the plan
from local governments in the qualified
State.

(b) TRIBAL MOU WITH SECRETARY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To receive assistance
under this Act, a qualified tribal government
shall enter into a memorandum of under-
standing with the Secretary regarding use of
the assistance.

(2) CONTENTS.—Each memorandum of un-
derstanding shall, at a minimum—

(A) be consistent with other applicable
Federal laws;

(B) be consistent with the goal of salmon
recovery;

(C) give priority to use of assistance under
this Act for activities that—

(i) provide a direct and demonstrable ben-
efit to salmon or their habitat;

(ii) provide the greatest benefit to salmon
conservation and salmon habitat restoration
relative to the cost of the projects; and

(iii) conserve, and restore habitat, for—

(I) salmon that are listed as endangered
species or threatened species, proposed for
such listing, or candidates for such listing,
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); or

(IT) salmon that are given special protec-
tion under the ordinances or regulations of
the qualified tribal government;

(D) in the case of a memorandum of under-
standing entered into by a qualified tribal
government for an area in which, as of the
date of the enactment of this Act, there is no
area at which a salmon species that is re-
ferred to in subparagraph (C)(iii)(I) spawns—

(i) give priority to use of assistance for
projects referred to in subparagraph (C)@)
and (ii) that contribute to proactive pro-
grams described in subsection (a)(2)(D)();

(ii) include a requirement that the memo-
randum shall be revised within 1 year after
any date on which any salmon species that
spawns in the area is listed as an endangered
species or threatened species, proposed for
such listing, or a candidate for such listing,
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.);

(E) establish specific goals and timelines
for activities funded with such assistance;

(F) include measurable criteria by which
such activities may be evaluated;

(G) establish specific requirements for re-
porting to the Secretary by the qualified
tribal government;

(H) require that activities carried out with
such assistance shall—

(i) be scientifically based;
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(ii) be cost effective;

(iii) not be conducted on private land ex-
cept with the consent of the owner of the
land; and

(iv) contribute to the conservation or re-
covery of salmon; and

(I) require that the qualified tribal govern-
ment maintain its aggregate expenditures of
funds from non-Federal sources for salmon
habitat restoration programs at or above the
average level of such expenditures in the 2
fiscal years preceding the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(¢) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Assistance under this Act
may be used by a qualified State in accord-
ance with a plan submitted by the State
under subsection (a), or by a qualified tribal
government in accordance with a memo-
randum of understanding entered into by the
government under subsection (b), to carry
out or make grants to carry out, among
other activities, the following:

(A) Watershed evaluation, assessment, and
planning necessary to develop a site-specific
and clearly prioritized plan to implement
watershed improvements, including for mak-
ing multi-year grants.

(B) Salmon-related research, data collec-
tion, and monitoring, salmon supplemen-
tation and enhancement, and salmon habitat
restoration.

(C) Maintenance and monitoring of
projects completed with such assistance.

(D) Technical training and education
projects, including teaching private land-
owners about practical means of improving
land and water management practices to
contribute to the conservation and restora-
tion of salmon habitat.

(E) Other activities related to salmon con-
servation and salmon habitat restoration.

(2) USE ©FOR LOCAL AND REGIONAL
PROJECTS.—Funds allocated to qualified
States under this Act shall be used for local
and regional projects.

(d) USE OF ASSISTANCE FOR ACTIVITIES OUT-
SIDE OF JURISDICTION OF RECIPIENT.—AsSist-
ance under this section provided to a quali-
fied State or qualified tribal government
may be used for activities conducted outside
the areas under its jurisdiction if the activ-
ity will provide conservation benefits to nat-
urally produced salmon in streams of con-
cern to the qualified State or qualified tribal
government, respectively.

(e) COST SHARING BY QUALIFIED STATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A qualified State shall
match, in the aggregate, the amount of any
financial assistance provided to the qualified
State for a fiscal year under this Act, in the
form of monetary contributions or in-kind
contributions of services for projects carried
out with such assistance. For purposes of
this paragraph, monetary contributions by
the State shall not be considered to include
funds received from other Federal sources.

(2) LIMITATION ON REQUIRING MATCHING FOR
EACH PROJECT.—The Secretary may not re-
quire a qualified State to provide matching
funds for each project carried out with as-
sistance under this Act.

(3) TREATMENT OF MONETARY CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—For purposes of subsection (a)(2)(H),
the amount of monetary contributions by a
qualified State under this subsection shall be
treated as expenditures from non-Federal
sources for salmon conservation and salmon
habitat restoration programs.

(f) COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each qualified State and
each qualified tribal government receiving
assistance under this Act is encouraged to
carefully coordinate salmon conservation ac-
tivities of its agencies to eliminate duplica-
tive and overlapping activities.



June 12, 2001

(2) CONSULTATION.—Each qualified State
and qualified tribal government receiving as-
sistance under this Act shall consult with
the Secretary to ensure there is no duplica-
tion in projects funded under this Act.

(g) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—

(1) FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Of
the amount made available under this Act
each fiscal year, not more than 1 percent
may be used by the Secretary for adminis-
trative expenses incurred in carrying out
this Act.

(2) STATE AND TRIBAL ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—Of the amount allocated under this
Act to a qualified State or qualified tribal
government each fiscal year, not more than
3 percent may be used by the qualified State
or qualified tribal government, respectively,
for administrative expenses incurred in car-
rying out this Act.

SEC. 4. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.

(a) QUALIFIED STATE GOVERNMENTS.—Each
qualified State seeking assistance under this
Act shall establish a citizens advisory com-
mittee or provide another similar forum for
local governments and the public to partici-
pate in obtaining and using the assistance.

(b) QUALIFIED TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS.—Each
qualified tribal government receiving assist-
ance under this Act shall hold public meet-
ings to receive recommendations on the use
of the assistance.

SEC. 5. CONSULTATION NOT REQUIRED.

Consultation under section 7 of the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 15631 et
seq.) shall not be required based solely on
the provision of financial assistance under
this Act.

SEC. 6. REPORTS.

(a) QUALIFIED STATES.—Each qualified
State shall, by not later than December 31 of
each year, submit to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate and the Committee on Resources of
the House of Representatives an annual re-
port on the use of financial assistance re-
ceived by the qualified State under this Act.
The report shall contain an evaluation of the
success of this Act in meeting the criteria
listed in section 3(a)(2).

(b) SECRETARY.—

(1) ANNUAL REPORT REGARDING QUALIFIED
TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS.—The Secretary shall,
by not later than December 31 of each year,
submit to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate
and the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives an annual report
on the use of financial assistance received by
qualified tribal governments under this Act.
The report shall contain an evaluation of the
success of this Act in meeting the criteria
listed in section 3(b)(2).

(2) BIANNUAL REPORT.—The Secretary shall,
by not later than December 31 of the second
year in which amounts are available to carry
out this Act, and of every second year there-
after, submit to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate and the Committee on Resources of
the House of Representatives a biannual re-
port on the use of funds allocated to quali-
fied States under this Act. The report shall
review programs funded by the States and
evaluate the success of this Act in meeting
the criteria listed in section 3(a)(2).

SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
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(1) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe”’
has the meaning given that term in section
4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)).

(2) QUALIFIED STATE.—The term ‘‘qualified
State’” means each of the States of Alaska,
Washington, Oregon, California, and Idaho.

(3) QUALIFIED TRIBAL GOVERNMENT.—The
term ‘‘qualified tribal government’’ means—

(A) a tribal government of an Indian tribe
in Washington, Oregon, California, or Idaho
that the Secretary of Commerce, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of the Interior,
determines—

(i) is involved in salmon management and
recovery activities under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.);
and

(ii) has the management and organiza-
tional capability to maximize the benefits of
assistance provided under this Act; and

(B) a village corporation as defined in or
established pursuant to the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.)
that the Secretary of Commerce, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of the Interior,
determines—

(i) is involved in salmon conservation and
management; and

(ii) has the management and organiza-
tional capability to maximize the benefits of
assistance provided under this Act.

(4) SALMON.—The term ‘‘salmon’ means
any naturally produced salmon or naturally
produced trout of the following species:

(A) Coho salmon (oncorhynchus kisutch).

(B) Chinook salmon (oncorhynchus
tshawytscha).

(C) Chum salmon (oncorhynchus keta).

(D) Pink salmon (oncorhynchus
gorbuscha).

(E) Sockeye salmon (oncorhynchus nerka).

(F) Steelhead trout (oncorhynchus
mykiss).

(G) Sea-run cutthroat trout (oncorhynchus
clarki clarki).

(H) For purposes of application of this Act
in Oregon—

i) Lahontan cutthroat
(oncorhnychus clarki henshawi); and

(ii) Bull trout (salvelinus confluentus).

(I) For purposes of application of this Act
in Washington and Idaho, Bull trout
(salvelinus confluentus).

(5) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary means
the Secretary of Commerce.

SEC. 8. REPORT REGARDING TREATMENT OF
INTERNATIONAL FISHERY COMMIS-
SION PENSIONERS.

The President shall—

(1) determine the number of United States
citizens who—

(A) served as employees of the Inter-
national Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commis-
sion or the International North Pacific Fish-
eries Commission; and

(B) worked in Canada in the course of em-
ployment with that commission;

(2) calculate for each such employee the
difference between—

(A) the value, in United States currency, of
the annuity payments made and to be made
(determined by an actuarial valuation) by or
on behalf of each such commission to the
employee; and

(B) the value, in Canadian currency, of
such annuity payments; and

(3) by not later than September 1, 2001, sub-
mit to the Committee on Resources of the

trout

H3075

House of Representatives and the Committee
on Commerce, Science and Transportation of
the Senate a report on the determinations
and calculations made under paragraphs (1)
and (2).

SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
$200,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2002,
2003, and 2004 to carry out this Act. Funds
appropriated under this section may remain
until expended.

H.R. 1157
OFFERED BY: MS. HOOLEY OF OREGON
(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)

AMENDMENT NoO. 2: At the end of the bill
add the following:

SEC. . REPORT ON EFFECTS ON PACIFIC
SALMON STOCKS OF CERTAIN TIM-
BER HARVESTING IN CANADA.

The Secretary, in conjunction with other
Federal agencies, shall by not later than De-
cember 31 of each year report to the Con-
gress to the best of the ability of the Sec-
retary regarding the effects on Pacific Salm-
on stocks of timber harvesting on publicly
owned lands in British Columbia.

H.R. 1157
OFFERED BY: MR. OTTER
(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)

AMENDMENT NoO. 3: Add at the end the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

BIPARTISAN JULY 2000 GOALS.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
Congress supports the bipartisan July 2000
goals, objectives, and recommendations of
the Governors of Idaho, Montana, Oregon
and Washington to protect and restore salm-
on and other aquatic species to sustainable
and harvestable levels while meeting the re-
quirements of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, the Clean Water Act, the Pacific North-
west Electric Power Planning and Conserva-
tion Act, tribal treaty rights, and executive
orders and while taking into account the
need to preserve a sound economy in Alaska,
California, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and
Washington.

H.R. 2052
OFFERED BY: MR. BACHUS

AMENDMENT No. 1: Insert the following
after section 8 and redesignate the suc-
ceeding sections, and references thereto, ac-
cordingly:

SEC. 9. PROHIBITION ON TRADING IN U.S. CAP-
ITAL MARKETS.

(a) PROHIBITION.—The President shall exer-
cise the authorities he has under the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act
to prohibit any entity engaged in the devel-
opment of oil or gas in Sudan—

(1) from raising capital in the United
States; or

(2) from trading its securities (or deposi-
tory receipts with respect to its securities)
in any capital market in the United States.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, an entity is ‘“‘engaged in the develop-
ment of oil or gas in Sudan’ if that entity is
directly engaged in the exploration, produc-
tion, transportation (by pipeline or other-
wise), or refining of petroleum, natural gas,
or petroleum products in Sudan.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

God our Father, all Your attributes
are summed up in Your goodness. It is
the password for Your presence, the
metonym for Your majesty, and the
synonym for Your strength. Your good-
ness is generosity that You define. It is
Your outrushing, unqualified Ilove
poured out in graciousness and compas-
sion. You are good when circumstances
seem bad. When we ask for Your help,
Your goodness can bring what is best
out of the most complicated problems.

Thank You for Your goodness given
so lavishly to our Nation throughout
our history. Today, again we turn to
You for Your guidance for what is good
for our country. Keep us grounded in
Your sovereignty, rooted in Your com-
mandments, and nurtured by the abso-
lutes of Your truth and righteousness.
May Your goodness always be the
source of our Nation’s greatness. In the
name of our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable ROBERT C. BYRD led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

————

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we will re-
sume consideration of the education
bill. Senators KENNEDY and GREGG will
be the managers of the bill. First thing

Senate

this morning we will consider Senator
GREGG’s amendment regarding vouch-
ers. There is an agreed-upon 4 hours.
The Senate will recess from 12:30 to 2:15
for the weekly party conferences. We
expect to vote in relation to the Gregg
amendment at approximately 3:15. On
the disposition of the Gregg amend-
ment, the Senate will consider the Car-
per amendment regarding public school
choice under a 2-hour time agreement.
We expect additional rollcall votes to-
night and during the week.

I spoke to the majority leader a
minute ago and he wants us to work to-
night late. Everyone should understand
this bill will be finished this week. It
doesn’t matter what the people do to
try to slow things down. We hope that
is not the case. We will work until this
bill is completed, whether it is Thurs-
day, Friday, Saturday, Sunday. If nec-
essary, we will go through the week-
end. This bill will be completed. This is
the eighth week we have been on this
bill.

I ask that the time on the Gregg
amendment start right now.

———

BETTER EDUCATION FOR
STUDENTS AND TEACHERS ACT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1, which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

Pending:

Jeffords amendment No. 358, in the nature
of a substitute.

Kennedy (for Dodd) amendment No. 382 (to
amendment No. 358), to remove the 21st cen-
tury community learning center program
from the list of programs covered by per-
formance agreements.

Biden amendment No. 386 (to amendment
No. 358), to establish school-based partner-
ships between local law enforcement agen-
cies and local school systems, by providing

school resource officers who operate in and
around elementary and secondary schools.

Leahy (for Hatch) amendment No. 424 (to
amendment No. 358), to provide for the estab-
lishment of additional Boys and Girls Clubs
of America.

Helms amendment No. 574 (to amendment
No. 358), to prohibit the use of Federal funds
by any State or local educational agency or
school that discriminates against the Boy
Scouts of America in providing equal access
to school premises or facilities.

Helms amendment No. 648 (to amendment
No. 574), in the nature of a substitute.

Dorgan amendment No. 640 (to amendment
No. 358), expressing the sense of the Senate
that there should be established a joint com-
mittee of the Senate and House of Represent-
atives to investigate the rapidly increasing
energy prices across the country and to de-
termine what is causing the increases.

Hutchinson modified amendment No. 555
(to amendment No. 358), to express the sense
of the Senate regarding the Department of
Education program to promote access of
Armed Forces recruiters to student directory
information.

Feinstein modified amendment No. 369 (to
amendment No. 358), to specify the purposes
for which funds provided under subpart 1 of
part A of title I may be used.

Reed amendment No. 431 (to amendment
No. 358), to provide for greater parental in-
volvement.

Dodd/Biden further modified amendment
No. 459 (to amendment No. 358), to provide
for the comparability of educational services
available to elementary and secondary stu-
dents within States.

Clinton modified amendment No. 516 (to
amendment No. 358), to provide for the con-
duct of a study concerning the health and
learning impacts of sick and dilapidated pub-
lic school buildings on children and to estab-
lish the Healthy and High Performance
Schools Program.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Massachusetts is recog-
nized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the proponent of the amend-
ment, Senator GREGG, will be here mo-
mentarily. I back up what our leaders
have stated. We are interested in the
completion of this legislation. We have
been making progress in the disposi-
tion of amendments, but we have a

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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number of our colleagues who have said
they are not ready to call up their
amendments. That might have been a
reasonable comment a week ago or 4
weeks ago or 5 weeks ago, but it cer-
tainly is not now. We are going to
move ahead. Regrettably, there are
ways we can ultimately dispose of
these amendments if we are put in that
position.

What is completely unacceptable and
completely unfair to our colleagues is
the failure to bring these amendments
up and to indicate to the floor man-
agers a willingness to work through
these amendments.

We are glad to have the votes when
the votes are due. We are glad to de-
bate amendments, discuss them, and
accept them when we can. We are glad
to cooperate in every way. We have re-
ceived the strong direction from our
leader saying we want disposition. This
bill has been before the Senate for 8
weeks. Members have had an oppor-
tunity to study it, to read about it, to
think about it, and work with their
staffs. There is no further reason for
delay. We will make every effort to dis-
pose of the amendments in a timely
way. We are prepared to work long and
hard on these measures. We intend to
accept the leader’s challenge and com-
plete the work this week.

I suggest the absence of a quorum,
with the time to be charged to the pro-
ponent of the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the time that has been
running against the amendment be
charged equally against both sides. I
am going to suggest the absence of a
quorum and request the time be
charged equally.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

There being no objection, that will be
the order.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
absence of a quorum having been sug-
gested, the clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 536

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
New Hampshire, Mr. GREGG, is recog-
nized to offer amendment No. 536, on
which there will be 4 hours for debate.

Mr. GREGG. I ask that the clerk re-
port my amendment.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
GREGG], for himself and Mr. HUTCHINSON,
proposes an amendment numbered 536.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment printed
in the RECORD of May 9, 2001, under
“Amendments Submitted’.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, this
amendment has popularly been re-
ferred to as the choice amendment or
the portability amendment. It is an
amendment which is crucial to the
issue of how we are going to approach
education as we proceed as a nation. It
is crucial for a lot of different reasons,
but primarily it deals with a group of
people in our country who have been
left behind in our educational system.
It doesn’t deal with the wealthy. It
doesn’t deal with those of moderate in-
come. It really deals with low-income
people, most of them in urban schools,
who find the school systems their chil-
dren are put into are failing and that
their children are being left behind.

The American dream, which is the es-
sence of what makes our country such
a vibrant nation, is tied to the ability
to be an educated individual. You can-
not participate in the American dream
unless you are well educated, unless
you can compete and participate in our
society, and that requires a quality
education.

So when you go through a school
which does not teach, which is filled
with violence or filled with drugs, when
you know every day a child who goes
to that school is falling further and
further behind his or her peers in other
schools because that school is not able
to teach that child, then that child
cannot participate in the American
dream—you are denying that child the
opportunity to participate in the
American dream.

There are many attempts in this bill
to correct the problem. There are many
initiatives in this bill to try to make
failing schools work better. Regret-
tably, they are not going to all work.
There will continue to be schools that
fail.

Today, in our system of education,
literally thousands of schools across
this country are defined as failing
schools, and that means that thou-
sands, tens of thousands, potentially
millions of children, unfortunately, are
in schools that are not educating them
adequately.

So one option that should be given to
the parents of those children is to
allow them, after their children have
been in a failing school for a period of
time and the school has not improved
even though attempts have been made
to improve it—to allow those children,
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and the parents of those children, to
have other options, to go to schools
where they will be able to learn, where
they will be able to succeed, and where
they will, therefore, be able to take ad-
vantage of the American dream.

This bill, hopefully, will include an
expansion of what is known as public
school choice. But there are a lot of
communities in this country, regret-
tably, that have no public schools that
are not failing to which kids can move.
Therefore, the option of going to some
other type of school, a private school,
should be available to them.

In our society, if you have a fairly
decent income, you can leave the pub-
lic school system and go to a private
school. A lot of people who have the in-
come to accomplish it choose that op-
tion. The former President of the
United States, for example, chose that
option. But if you are a single mother,
especially a single mother in an urban
area, trying to raise your children on a
low income, you do not have that op-
tion; you are stuck in that failing
school. Your children are sentenced to
that school even though the school is
unable to accomplish what it is sup-
posed to do, which is to teach your
children.

This amendment is not going to fully
address the issue. I wish it would, but
it is not. This amendment is going to
set up a demonstration program, and a
very limited demonstration program,
the purpose of which is to see if private
school choice using Federal dollars can
alleviate the problem to some degree,
can allow some children today, who are
not in schools that are teaching them,
to go to schools that will teach them;
to allow some children to have a
chance at the American dream who do
not have it today. Private school
choice is used in a lot of public sys-
tems.

Remember, when you are talking pri-
vate school choice, it sounds as if you
are saying the public schools are left
out of the process. In the public sys-
tem, they use private school choices.
Today, in the public system, the elect-
ed officials are responsible. They make
the decision that children in the school
system should have a choice between a
public and private system. It is used in
a lot of different communities. It is
used in Milwaukee. It is used in Cleve-
land. It is used in Florida. It is used to
some degree in Arizona.

The difficulty, of course, behind this
is that these States and these commu-
nities have come to the conclusion that
they will improve their public school
system by allowing some of the chil-
dren in their public school systems to
have the option of going to a private
school if the public school isn’t work-
ing well.

This demonstration program is an at-
tempt to follow the leadership that has
been shown already by a lot of other
public school districts across this coun-
try who have chosen to put in place a
private school option as part of their
public school education system, as I
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said, in a very limited proposal. In fact,
I intend to modify it to make it even
more limited as we go down the road.
But, essentially, under the present
structure, it will only be voluntary,
and it will only apply to families who
make less than $32,000 a year. This is
not going to be a high-income option.
It will only apply to families who make
less than $32,000 a year and whose chil-
dren are in school systems where the
school has failed for 3 years. That
means by definition that child, if he or
she is in the third grade, is already
probably 3 years behind their peers in
the school system that is working cor-
rectly.

It will also be limited as to the num-
ber of groups that can participate to
three States in ten school districts.

It is a very small demonstration pro-
gram. It will be limited to $560 million,
funds which come from outside the
title I program.

It cannot be argued that the dollars
to fund this demonstration program
are in any way undermining the dollars
available to the public school system.
This will be a new pool of money avail-
able to fund the child who moves on to
a private system because the school
system isn’t working correctly.

It will also have as a component that
special consideration must be given for
applications of students coming from
the highest number of low-income fam-
ilies. It will really focus on those fami-
lies who need it the most, who, in my
opinion, happen to be in primary in-
stances single moms trying to raise
their kids mostly in inner-city schools.

Since the purpose of this amendment
is a demonstration grant and a small
one at that, it will have an extremely
aggressive evaluation procedure so
that we can find out whether or not
private school choice under a public
school system works.

Parents in our urban schools have
been waiting for this type of reform for
a long time. There has been a lot of
rhetoric about it. About every 2 years,
the superintendent of the District of
Columbia school system changes.
While the system of the superintendent
changes, the school systems regret-
tably don’t. We continue to see failure.

Today we have 9,000 schools across
this country which are identified as
failures—9,000 schools. Some have been
identified as failures for 4 years, for 6
years, and for 8 years.

It is not unheard of, for example, for
an entire public school district to be
identified as failing. That is the case,
for example, in Kansas City. Clearly
the parents there have no option. They
cannot go from one public school to an-
other public school because all of the
public schools in the districts have
failed.

As a result of this failure, we have
seen especially a debilitating impact
on minority kids. We know, for exam-
ple, that today two out of every three
African-American students and His-
panic students in fourth grade can
barely read. Seventy percent of the
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children in high-poverty schools score
below even the most basic levels of
reading, and half the students from
urban school districts fail to graduate
on time if they graduate at all.

We need to give the parents of these
children an additional option.

There is, I believe, great interest in
this. You don’t have to believe me. You
don’t have to take this as just a vague
statement because there have been ex-
ercises in this area that have shown
this, especially from low-income fami-
lies.

The Children’s Scholarship Fund,
which was founded by Ted Forstmann
and John Walton, created a private
foundation to provide scholarships to
low-income children who wanted the
opportunity to go out of the public
school system into a private school
system. They received 1.25 million ap-
plications from poor families across
the country. Unfortunately, they could
only give out 40,000 scholarships. But in
New York City, 29 percent of the poor
families of school-age children applied.
In the District of Columbia, 33 percent
of families of poor children applied. In
Baltimore, 44 percent of poor families
with school-aged children applied.

Joseph Califano, in commenting on
this, said:

These parents sent a powerful message.
They want out of schools that cannot protect
their children’s safety, let alone teach them.
This tidal wave of applications from parents
desperate to give their children an oppor-
tunity to receive a quality education must
serve as a wake-up call . . . By quarantining
poor—

That is probably the best way to de-
scribe it because that is what we do in
our society—
mostly minority children in schools affluent
families would never tolerate, we do not pre-
serve the institution of public education. We
dishonor its guiding ideals.

Alveda King, the niece of Martin Lu-
ther King, in commenting on this, said:
. . . some children receive a better education
than others due to their parents’ abilities to
pay for benefits that are often missing in
public schools. This inequity is a violation of
the civil right of the parents and children
who are so afflicted by lack of income and by
the mismanagement endemic to so many of
the country’s public school systems.

Some would say if you take this op-
tion, you are going to undermine the
public system because you are going to
take kids out of the public system and
put them into a private system. Of
course, we really do not know what
will happen because we have never
tried it at the Federal level. But we do
have examples of what has happened in
public school systems in other commu-
nities that have tried to put in their
State and local dollars.

We know, for example, that in places
such as Charlotte and Milwaukee the
public school systems have been per-
ceived, at least by the local commu-
nity, as improving significantly as a
result of a private school choice.

A study, in fact, which was done by
Harvard economist Caroline Hoxby,
found the Milwaukee private school
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choice program pushed the city’s pub-
lic elementary schools to improve.

Quoting from the leadership in the
Milwaukee public school system, Ken-
neth Johnson, vice president of the
Milwaukee public school board of di-
rectors and an AFL-CIO member, said:

Private school choice is one of the best
things that ever happened to my city’s pub-
lic schools. . . . When choice came about,
the Milwaukee Public School System had to
rethink education. It’s now a matter of see-
ing parents as customers.

Milwaukee public school
intendent Spence Korte said:

Between choice and the general decline of
live births, we’re all feeling the pinch to
make sure that people understand what our
programs offer and, certainly that we’re
competitive.

In other words, the school systems
are improving as a result of choice.

John Gardiner, an at-large member
of the Milwaukee public school board
of directors and a member of the
NAACP and the ACLU, stated the fol-
lowing about the effects of choice on
public schools in Milwaukee:

My involvement in the MPS—as a member
of the school board, as a parent and as an ac-
tive and concerned citizen—has persuaded
me that MPS’s internal reforms require the
sustained challenge and competition of the
Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. The
program puts effective pressure on MPS to
expand, accelerate and improve reforms long
deliberated and too-long postponed.

The simple fact is, we have seen in
Milwaukee, which has tried public
school/private school choice options
aggressively, a significant improve-
ment in the school system and a sig-
nificant improvement in the quality of
the education of the students, which is
the basic goal.

In Florida the same situation can be
cited. Florida has a statewide choice
program where they rate the schools;
and if you are in a school that is rated
D or F, you have the opportunity to
choose a private school option.

The Urban League of Miami found
that the Florida voucher plan instilled
in public schools a sense of urgency
and zeal for reform not seen in the
past, when a school’s failure was re-
warded only with more money that re-
inforced failure.

It is fairly obvious, I believe, first
through just looking at the situation
and in reviewing it, and from intuition,
that if you create competition you usu-
ally improve a product.

The reason somebody chooses
McDonald’s over Burger King is be-
cause they think the product is better
at one or the other. Regrettably, our
public school systems have not ever
had the competition necessary to im-
prove the product.

The purpose of choice, of course, is
not to undermine the public school sys-
tem; it is just the opposite. It is to cre-
ate an incentive for reform in the pub-
lic school system which improves those
systems. That is exactly what has been
seen to happen in those areas of our
country where choice has been given a
reasonable opportunity to be tested,
specifically in Milwaukee and Florida.

super-
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What about student achievement,
which, of course, is the bottom line?
The goal is to take these kids who have
been locked in a failing school, who are
reading at two or three grade levels be-
hind their peers, who are not grad-
uating, who, therefore, cannot partici-
pate in the American dream, and give
them an opportunity.

Every major evaluation of school
choice effectiveness has found signifi-
cant academic gains for the students
participating in those programs. Test
scores in Milwaukee, Dayton, and
Charlotte have all been reviewed by
scholars from Harvard, Princeton,
Stanford, Georgetown, and the Univer-
sity of Texas. In all those communities
it has been determined that the kids
who have been able to participate in
the private school option have had
their test scores go up. These, in all in-
stances, have been kids from low-in-
come families, urban poor in most in-
stances, who before they had this op-
tion were left out of the American
dream.

We have spent $120 billion in the last
35 years on title I, directed at trying to
help low-income kids. The result of
those expenditures has been that low-
income kids are reading two grade lev-
els below their peers and are grad-
uating from high school at half the
rate of their peers. There has been ab-
solutely no academic improvement in
those kids over this 35-year period. In
the last 10 years, when we spent the
most amount of money, the academic
improvement also has not increased at
all.

There has been $120 billion spent to
try to help kids who have come from
low-income families, and we have left
them behind. It is a disgrace. We have
locked these children in schools where
they cannot learn because there is vio-
lence, because there are drugs, and be-
cause the school system simply will
not respond to the needs of those chil-
dren.

What I am suggesting in this amend-
ment is a small step—a two-tenths of 1
percent step compared to what we
spend in the rest of title I in this bill—
to be applied to a demonstration—$50
million—to see if we can determine
whether or not the option of giving
children a private school choice is
going to improve their academic
achievement. It is hardly a big expense
in the context of what we have done,
but if you look at it in the context of
what the results have been in commu-
nities such as Milwaukee and Dayton
and Charlotte and the State of Florida,
the returns may be overwhelming.

This could be the best investment we
make in this entire bill in terms of giv-
ing kids an opportunity to learn and
participate in the American dream.

Are parents satisfied with this op-
tion? If you look at the States and the
communities that have used this ap-
proach, parents are extraordinarily
satisfied.

In Charlotte, nearly twice as many
choice parents gave their children’s
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school an A rating as did those parents
whose kids went to public schools.

In Milwaukee, 72 percent of the par-
ents with kids going to private schools
gave their kids’ school an A rating as
compared to 16 percent for the public
schools.

So the impact is significant. The par-
ents see it and, most importantly, the
children see it in their better chance to
participate in America.

One of those images that stands out
from when I was a kid watching TV—
and I do not even remember the Gov-
ernor’s full name; I guess it was
Faubus, from Arkansas—I remember
the National Guard going up to the
school. I must have been in the first
grade or so or maybe I was in the third
grade. The National Guard went up to
the school door, and this elected offi-
cial, who was the Governor of the
State, was standing in the school door
saying he was not going to let this
child, who seemed to be a little bit
older than me, about the age of my
brother—I think it was a girl—in the
school. I could not understand it. Of
course, we learned this was wrong. And
we changed our Nation because of it.

Today what we have are people
standing in that school door not let-
ting kids out, locking them in those
schools which are not teaching them.
And why? Why are they doing that? Be-
cause the bureaucracy and the labor
unions fear the option of giving parents
a choice. It is that simple.

This is not about education. This is
about the power of political groups to
influence the process. When you have
lost generation after generation of kids
to schools that are failing, when you
have 9,000 schools in this country that
are designated as failing, and those
schools have failed for 4 and 5 and 6 and
8 years, and you know that every child
who goes through that school is not
going to have a chance to participate
in the American dream, Miss King is
right, a civil right is being denied—ab-
solutely being denied to those chil-
dren—simply because they do not have
the wherewithal to get out of that
school and get a decent education.

In this bill we attempt to improve
those schools that have failed. We
make a huge commitment in that area.
But we know we are not going to be
successful everywhere. We know that.
We know that in some urban areas the
schools simply are not going to cut it,
and the kids who go to those schools
are going to be left behind.

We have an obligation, I believe, to
at least find out whether or not there
isn’t a better way, to first give that
child an option to get a decent edu-
cation and, second, to put real pressure
on that public school system to im-
prove.

We have seen it work in Milwaukee.
We have seen it work in Charlotte. We
have seen it work in Florida. And for a
small amount of $560 million, we can see
whether it can work here with the Fed-
eral Government, targeted solely on
the child who comes from a low-income
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family and who is stuck in a school
that has failed for 3 consistent years.

I can’t see how this amendment can
be opposed, other than on the grounds
that it affronts the power politics of
Washington, DC, which are structured
around bureaucracies and labor unions
that will at all costs defend their turf,
even if that cost involves a child’s edu-
cation.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas such time as he may
consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORZINE). The Senator from Arkansas
is recognized.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, Mr. GREGG, for his leadership on
this issue. He has outlined not only
what this amendment is but what it
would do and why it is so important.

It would enable 10 interested cities, 3
interested States, to provide low-in-
come parents with the option to send
their children to the public or private
school of their choice. The Secretary of
Education would award grant money to
these interested cities and States based
on their application.

Under the amendment, special con-
sideration would be given to applica-
tions which sought to serve the highest
number of children from low-income
families and that provided parents with
a diverse range of schools from which
to choose. No money would be taken
away from public schools for this pro-
gram. Whether it is title I or IDEA,
there would be a hold harmless. No-
body would be reduced. A pool of
money of $560 million would be estab-
lished in fiscal year 2002 to be used for
this new program.

Only children who are eligible for
free and reduced-price lunch, children
from families at 185 percent of poverty
or below, and who attend a school that
has been identified as failing for 3 suc-
cessive years would be eligible to re-
ceive educational certificates for tui-
tion under this amendment.

There is also a strong evaluation
component to this program. It requires
the Secretary of Education to contract
with an independent evaluating entity
to conduct an ongoing evaluation of
the program. For all the doubters out
there, we would at least be able to pro-
vide the data, to provide the evidence
one way or another on whether choice
really benefits students and parents
and, in fact, improves public schools.

The Center on Education Policy, an
independent advocate for public
schools, states in their report entitled
““School Vouchers: What We Know and
Don’t Know and How We Could Learn
More,”” evaluation requirements are
important to any public policy on
school choice.

This little pittance of $560 million for
the entire Nation could provide us the
kind of database we need, the kind of
evidence, the kind of analysis to allow
public policymakers of the future to
know. Senator GREGG and I may have
the confidence—we may believe the
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evidence is there—but this demonstra-
tion program will provide the kind of
evidence needed to convince policy-
makers, both at the State and Federal
level, of the value of a choice program.

The idea of school choice is not at all
new. It has been around for years. We
currently have three high-profile
school choice programs in Milwaukee,
Cleveland, and Florida. There are a
number of others around the country.
They offer a money-back guarantee to
parents of children in failing schools.

Taxpayers deserve to get results from
funding that goes to public schools.
After 35 years and $120 billion in Fed-
eral funding, it is time we hold schools
accountable for enabling our children
to reach high standards.

In my own thinking, as I have co-
sponsored this amendment and thought
about the issue of what is the legiti-
mate role of the Federal Government,
do we have a role, I believe it must be
very limited. I do believe, however,
that a demonstration program that
targets only low-income students—and
that has been the basis upon which the
Federal Government has involved itself
in a domain that has been historically
left to State and local entities; we have
said the Federal Government has a re-
sponsibility for disadvantaged students
in trying to narrow the learning gap
between advantaged and disadvantaged
students—{fits the proper Federal role.
This amendment targets directly those
who are disadvantaged. Only low-in-
come students from low-income fami-
lies would be able to access these edu-
cation certificates.

In my own mind, I have outlined five
reasons I believe this amendment
should be passed. No. 1, it is totally
voluntary and permissive. We are talk-
ing about 10 cities in 3 States. No one
would be forced. There would be no
compulsion. I know some of my col-
leagues from Western States do not
support the idea of choice. They don’t
see that as advantageous in their par-
ticular situation. I understand that. I
ask them—not for what it might do for
their rural States in which there are
few choices and in which schools are
widely diverse and separated by many
miles—to think, as they vote on the
amendment, not about their States, be-
cause it will not affect them, but about
those children trapped in failing
schools in the inner cities of our coun-
try, to think about inner-city Philadel-
phia or inner-city Washington, DC, or
Atlanta or Houston where the Sec-
retary of Education understands the
value of this kind of a program and has
endorsed this very concept.

No one would be forced to be in-
volved. There is no compulsion. There
would be an independent entity to
evaluate and determine whether or not
this was a worthwhile approach.

A report prepared by the National
Research Council and commissioned by
the Clinton administration rec-
ommends that Government conduct ‘‘a
large and ambitious research experi-
ment to determine whether school
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choice programs improve student per-
formance.” That was the recommenda-
tion of a study commissioned by the
Clinton administration, issued in 1999,
that said this is exactly the kind of
large-scale experiment—if you can call
$560 million nationwide large scale—to
give us the answers to the questions
posed concerning the value of a choice
program.

I believe choice opponents, those who
oppose the idea of allowing parents this
kind of choice, should support this
amendment. If in fact they are right,
this will give them the data to put the
stake, finally, in the idea of choice pro-
grams.

It is totally voluntary. It is entirely
permissive. I hope my colleagues who
have reservations about choice will
support this amendment, realizing that
no school district and no State would
be required to participate. It is entirely
permissive. Only those who are inter-
ested, only those who, on their own vo-
lition, decide they want to experiment,
they want to try, they want to be a
part of this demonstration program,
will even be affected.

No. 2, I ask my colleagues to support
this amendment because in fact it does
target and benefit those for whom we
have our greatest concern—low-income
families. It would only be failing
schools, those who have failed year
after year after year. The certificates
would only be for children who are eli-
gible for free and reduced lunch.

We have a form of choice in this
country right now. The choice, though,
is limited to your ability to move to a
new neighborhood. I am told that in
Dallas, TX, there are about 158 local
schools. Affluent families are limited
in their choice of what elementary
school to go to only by their ability to
buy a home in that particular neigh-
borhood.

Those who have the means to relo-
cate—and it happens here in the Wash-
ington, DC, area. When people think
about buying a home or a townhouse,
they will investigate the neighborhood,
the schools, the crime rate, and they
will check out where the best schools
are, which schools have the best teach-
ers, which schools produce the best
academic product. They will make
their determination of where they
want to locate, buy their townhouse, or
build their home based upon the qual-
ity of the schools. They have their
choice.

But those who have no choice are
those who are trapped by a limited in-
come and limited resources and cannot
make the decision that their more af-
fluent neighbors can make to move to
a better neighborhood. Those low-in-
come families are trapped. They have
no choice.

My friends, we have a choice program
in this country. The choice is whether
we want to extend those choices to
those today who are left out, who don’t
have the resources. This amendment
targets only those who are in the title
I category, those who are low income.
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In August of 2000, Dr. Jay Greene
issued a report entitled ‘‘The Effective
School Choice and Evaluation of the
Charlotte Children Scholarship Fund.”
He released the results of that study on
the Charlotte scholarship program.
Among the study’s findings, he found
that school choice improved scores,
pleased parents, provided a safer envi-
ronment, reduced racial conflict, oper-
ated with less money, and offered
smaller class sizes and helped low-in-
come parents.

In early 2000, John Witt, a professor
of the University of Wisconsin, Mil-
waukee, the official evaluator of the
Milwaukee school choice program, re-
leased the results of that latest study.
His prior reports, which often had been
critical of the Milwaukee choice pro-
gram and basically concluded they
didn’t work, most recently changed his
conclusions and said the market ap-
proach to education and analysis of
America’s voucher program said that
“‘choice is a useful tool to aid low-in-
come families.”

That is the reason I ask my col-
leagues to join in supporting this
amendment because it is targeting
only the most disadvantaged. The ar-
gument so often raised against vouch-
ers is this is only going to benefit high-
er income people making the choice to
g0 to private schools and this is going
to make it easier for them to flee the
public schools for the private schools.
You cannot make that case under this
amendment. It targets and it is limited
only to failing schools and low-income
families.

Low-income academic improvement
has been undisputed in the choice pro-
grams in this country. In August of
2000, Harvard University professor Paul
Peterson and his colleagues released
the results of a study of a privately
funded voucher program in New York,
in Dayton, OH, and in the District of
Columbia. They found that African-
American children who used vouchers
to attend private schools made signifi-
cant academic improvements. Black
students in their second year at a pri-
vate school had improved their test
scores by 6.3 percentile points—a strik-
ing advance at a time when schools
around the country were showing an
inability to close the achievement gap
between white and African-American
students.

If we are really concerned, as we in-
sist we are, in increasing title I funding
because of our concern about disadvan-
taged students, everyone who says that
should support this amendment be-
cause it can only benefit those who are
least advantaged today.

Another piece of evidence is that test
scores of low-income children are con-
sistently improving when they are
placed in schools with middle-income
children. For example, a congression-
ally mandated 4-year study of about
27,000 title I students found that poor
students who attended middle-class
schools performed significantly better
than those who attended schools where
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at least half the children were eligible
for subsidized lunch. The contrast was
even greater with schools in which
more than 75 percent of students lived
in low-income households. I think that
is very compelling; that this kind of a
demonstration program, this kind of a
choice opportunity is going to be par-
ticularly beneficial academically for
low-income, disadvantaged students
who now would be able to be shoulder
to shoulder in a school that had higher
income students—what we call middle
and upper middle class students. The
evidence is that when put in that class-
room context, academic scores go up. I
ask my colleagues to support this
amendment because, in fact, it targets
and benefits the most needy—low-in-
come students.

Thirdly, it takes absolutely nothing
from the public schools. No State will
lose money. Not a State in this coun-
try would see their portion of Federal
funding reduced because of this amend-
ment. There would be no title I reduc-
tions; there would be no IDEA impact.
All of the kinds of traditional argu-
ments we hear against choice programs
are taken off the table by this amend-
ment. No school would lose money; no
public school would be hurt. It would
merely provide an opportunity—a
small opportunity indeed—for $50 mil-
lion statewide, 3 States, 10 cities—but
it would begin to give us the evidence
we need, and it would give hope to a
few who would be able to participate in
this demonstration program.

It answers the main concern that op-
ponents have raised, and that is that it
is taking money away from public
schools. It will not do that. I think
that is evidenced by the fact the Wash-
ington Post endorsed the Gregg amend-
ment. Everybody—all my colleagues—
has on their desk a copy of that en-
dorsement. Their concern has been
that these kinds of choice programs are
going to take money away from the
public schools or they are going to only
benefit higher income people. This
amendment addresses both of those
concerns. That is why the Washington
Post has endorsed this amendment, be-
cause it targets the low income and
will have no negative impact on public
schools.

Fourthly, I ask Senators to support
this amendment because this whole
concept is, in fact, immensely popular.
It is supported by the vast majority of
the American people—this kind of idea
to give parents more choices and more
opportunities.

For example, a congressionally man-
dated 4-year study of about 27,000 title
I students—I made reference to that,
but they showed great academic im-
provement. The popularity of this pro-
gram is becoming increasingly beyond
dispute.

In March 2001, the National Edu-
cation Association released their find-
ings from a recent survey in which a
clear majority of the American people
supported the President’s proposal to
allow parents of children in chronically
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failing schools to use public dollars to
send their children to a public, private,
or charter school of choice. In fact, 63
percent favored giving them tuition
vouchers worth $1,500 a year, as the
President originally proposed.

Frankly, I wish we had done what the
President campaigned on and what he
proposed doing, in taking part of that
title I money, the Federal dollars, for
low-income children, and in chron-
ically failing schools that failed in 3
successive years, giving them the op-
portunity to take that money and use
it in private schools, with tutors. That
has been watered down, diluted, and
basically removed. All that remains is
supplemental services, not a voucher at
all. I wish we had done that. The Amer-
ican people supported that. But we
didn’t and we are where we are. This is
our opportunity to at least give it a
try. It is supported and is very popular.

Senator GREGG cited the statistics
during his opening comments that last
year the Children’s Scholarship Foun-
dation, a private scholarship fund, of-
fered 40,000 scholarships nationwide
and had one and a quarter million ap-
plicants. Maybe that is the best evi-
dence. Maybe that is the best evidence
of the popularity of this approach.
Those one and a quarter million appli-
cations were in spite of the fact that
applicants had to match the scholar-
ship with $1,000 of their own money.
Low-income, poor families were willing
to put up $1,000 in order to be able to
participate, to have the choice that
wealthier, higher income people have
every day.

This is a popular concept. It is some-
thing we as a Senate, we as a Congress,
should give a trial opportunity—or fail.
We should not buckle under to the
teachers unions and those who are wed-
ded to the status quo. If we are con-
cerned about leaving no child behind,
this is an amendment that ought to get
overwhelming support in the Senate.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment because it fosters competi-
tion and innovation. I believe competi-
tion between private schools and public
schools benefits all children in this
country.

I have often used the analogy of our
higher education in this country. We
have, indisputably, the best higher edu-
cational system in the world. Travel
the world; we find leaders in most of
the countries of this world who have
received part of their higher education
in the United States. Foreign students
flock to this country to receive the
best in higher education. How did we
achieve that? We created a system of
Pell grants. One can take that Pell
grant and go anywhere, any accredited
institution: public, private, parochial
or otherwise. That competition has en-
hanced the quality and the academic
standing of all of our institutions of
higher learning. It has fostered innova-
tion and made our colleges and univer-
sities world class by all standards.

Then we look at elementary, look at
high school, and see between 4th grade
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and 12th grade this steep decline in our
competitiveness with other nations.
The difference is, in higher education,
there is choice; in elementary and sec-
ondary, there is no choice unless you
are wealthy enough to take advantage,
unless you have the resources. Then
you have choice.

Why should we not give low-income
parents the same opportunity, the
same choices, the same chance to give
their children the opportunity to live
the American dream that their more
affluent neighbors have? That is the
heart, that is the crux of the Gregg
amendment.

I believe, as we have seen in Mil-
waukee, public schools will improve
and academic achievement for all stu-
dents will improve. It is one of the in-
teresting things about the Jay Greene
study on the Florida A+ program. It
was not just the students who were
beneficiaries but the public school in-
stitutions that are the winners. He
found when a public school failed for
the second time and they began to have
the threat that some of their students
might depart and receive opportunity
scholarships to go elsewhere hanging
over them, suddenly those test scores
began to increase. In fact, they in-
creased twice as much as those test
score achievements in other schools.
So the schools of all stripes are the
winners under a program such as this.
That competition is healthy.

America today has, whether we
admit it or not, a nationwide school
choice system. It is a school choice sys-
tem that is rationed, rationed edu-
cational opportunity, through the
housing market—where you can afford
to live. If you can afford to move out
into the suburbs, if you can afford to
go and pick your neighborhood where
the good schools are, you have your
choice.

We have a very class conscious choice
system in this country. The Gregg
amendment says shouldn’t those who
stand to gain the most, those who are
the most disadvantaged, those who are
in the lowest income homes, have some
choices, too? They have been locked
out of those choices. They have been
trapped in failing schools. They don’t
have the opportunity to move away
from their neighborhood. When given
the chance, through private scholar-
ships, limited as any are, the private
scholarship students have taken those
opportunities because they know what
is at stake is the children’s future.

That is why I ask my colleagues to
consider this amendment—not just to
write it off as a choice program that
may or may not benefit your particular
State, or to write it off and say, I have
always said I oppose choice so I will
vote against this without even exam-
ining what it does or who it targets, or
to say, I don’t want to take the heat I
might receive from the National Edu-
cation Association or other groups that
are wedded to this system we have had
for 35 years. If we believe our commit-
ment and our responsibility as Federal
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public policymakers is to help low-in-
come, help disadvantaged kids, then
look at this amendment.

I remind my colleagues again, it
takes nothing away from the public
schools. It does not diminish by omne
dime the resources they have. It tar-
gets only the low income.

Let’s give it a chance. Look at the
data: $560 million, 3 States, 10 cities.
Let’s give the most needy in our soci-
ety the same choice the most affluent
already have.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator for
his excellent statement and yield to
the Senator from Tennessee 5 minutes.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I will be
brief. I rise in support of the Gregg
amendment. The amendment is locally
initiated, limited in scope, and vol-
untary. It is a pilot program. It takes
nothing away from other educational
funds. It involves a rigorous evaluation
to monitor whether the pilot program
is successful.

The power of this amendment is in
how it addresses the underlying
premise of leaving no child behind, the
premise that no child should be locked
in a failing school, a school that fails
year after year after year. It gives par-
ents the right to do what is best for
their own children, giving them oppor-
tunities, giving them alternatives if
their children are locked in a failing
school.

Imagine a married couple making
$30,000 a year. Their fourth grade
daughter attends a school which fails
to meet mnational standards. This
school is failing to adequately edu-
cation their daughter. The parents
know their daughter’s future depends
on the education she receives from the
school she attends.

The daughter graduates to the fifth
grade, and again, things do not seem
quite right. At the end of the year, by
national standards, they find, once
again, this school their daughter is at-
tending has failed and has not im-
proved. Again, they know their daugh-
ter’s future depends on the quality of
the education she receives in reading,
math, and science. She goes on to the
sixth grade.

At the end of the sixth grade, she is
not progressing. In fact, she may be
one of the 30 or 40 percent of the stu-
dents who are proficient at only a very
basic educational level. These parents
have sent their daughter to a school
which has failed to adequately edu-
cation her for 3 years. As things now
stand, these parents have no choice to
improve their daughter’s education.
She is trapped in a school that is fail-
ing.

They only make $30,000. They watch,
as some of their neighbors who earn a
middle class or higher income leave the
school district. Their neighbors have a
choice because of their personal in-
come. By moving, they say: we will not
allow our children to continue in this
failing school year after year after year
because it destroys the opportunity for
our children to experience the Amer-
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ican dream we talked about this morn-
ing. But the parents of this daughter
don’t have that option. They can’t af-
ford to move. They only make $25,000
or $30,000. They have no choice. They
are trapped. They are trapped.

This is the focus of the amendment
at hand. For the first time, low income
families—those who earn 1less than
$32,000 a year—will have the oppor-
tunity to choose. They will be able to
remove their children from a school
which has failed for one, two, three
years and place them in another edu-
cational facility so their children have
the opportunity to realize that Amer-
ican dream.

This is why I believe so strongly in
this pilot program proposed in the
amendment put forth by the Senator
from New Hampshire. This amendment
gives parents a right to do what is best
for their child. We have too many fail-
ing schools today. Nine thousand
schools in our country have been iden-
tified as failing, and many of those
schools have failed for 4 years and 6
years and 8 years. These are the sorts
of school districts we hope to give this
voluntary opportunity, this choice,
this option for parents to do what is
best for their child.

There is broad support on this issue,
as the Senator from Arkansas has
pointed out. Parents, especially low-in-
come parents, broadly support school
choice. The Children’s Scholarship
Fund is a nonprofit private foundation
which provides K-12 scholarships for
low-income families. When they put
out their call for applications, over 1.25
million applications from around the
country came from poor families.
Right here in the District of Columbia,
33 percent of the families eligible for
those scholarships applied.

A recent poll conducted for the Na-
tional Education Association found
that 63 percent of Americans support
choice for children who attend failing
schools. Support for choice is highest
within the African-American commu-
nity.

This amendment is good for public
schools. Again, as pointed out, com-
petition is a factor that we know pro-
duces quality products and services in
America today. In order to improve our
public schools, competition must enter
the educational equation. This is one
step in the right direction.

Second, this amendment is locally
initiated. The application must be
made at the local level. Washington
must not force choice on a local com-
munity. This amendment simply opens
the door for those who wish to partici-
pate in this pilot project. It empowers
State and local education authorities
to initiate this program.

Lastly, it is limited in scope. To
qualify, families must meet two cri-
teria: Families must earn less than
$32,000 a year and must attend a school
which has been failing for 3 years.

For these reasons, I urge support for
and ultimately passage of this very im-
portant amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee.

I yield to the Senator from Alabama
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for his leadership and dedication
on this issue. He cares about children
deeply. He cares about public edu-
cation. He wants to see it more suc-
cessful. This is not some sort of plan to
weaken public education.

As I have listened to him discuss his
vision for making sure children are not
trapped in schools that are utterly fail-
ing and having their futures damaged,
I have become convinced, as much as I
believe in public education, that this is
a project we ought to try. We ought to
allow this opportunity for alternative
ways, particularly in programs for low-
income children in failing schools, and
let’s see how it works.

I think it is appropriate for the Fed-
eral Government to utilize money
under these circumstances to help ana-
lyze, through very effective examina-
tion of these programs, whether or not
they are working. If it is clearly a ben-
efit, maybe we ought to do more. If it
is not a benefit, maybe that will be the
end of it.

I certainly think allowing 3 States
that voluntarily choose to participate
in this program, 10 cities that volun-
tarily choose to participate—mot who
are made to participate; it is their op-
tion if they would like to participate in
this program—let’s try it, but let’s
monitor it, let’s watch it, let’s see how
it goes. I think we may find progress
will be made.

We do know one thing for sure. There
are nearly 9,000 schools in America
that have been identified as failing,
many of those for a number of years,
some 4, 6, 8 years failing consistently.
I think it is inconceivable—really im-
moral—not to take some steps to deal
with that circumstance.

These children are falling behind in
those schools. Those children have to
be falling behind. They are not receiv-
ing the quality of education other chil-
dren are receiving in succeeding
schools. It is difficult for them. They
come, many of them, from not an ideal
home life, and then they are sent to a
school system that is failing. No won-
der they tend to have great difficulty.

What can we do for them? I was a
U.S. attorney for a long time. A lot of
people haven’t thought about this very
clearly, but the law requires them to
go to that school. They do not have
any choice whatsoever. If they live a
few blocks over this way, they may be
in a school that is quite successful, but
because they are in this school district,
they must, by law—all over America,
that is the pattern—they must go to
that school. They are ordered to go to
that school. Many times they are being
ordered year after year, week after
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week, day after day, to go to a school
that is not functioning and is not suc-
ceeding.

There is something wrong about
that. I know people, as the Senator
from Arkansas said, who check out the
school district, and they have the
money to decide where they want to
live, and they move to a district where
they are comfortable. People know the
schools that are working and the ones
that are not. I think we can do better.

This is a voluntary program for only
3 States if 3 States apply, 10 cities if 10
cities apply, to let them try these pro-
grams under a strict evaluation proc-
ess. I believe it can be helpful for
America.

The moneys that will support this
will not in any way come from existing
programs. It will provide new money
but not a whole lot of money to make
this occur. It requires families be poor-
er families, not people who have the
money themselves to perhaps take ad-
vantage of choice. No title I money will
be spent. Rather, an additional $50 mil-
lion will be made available to the
handful of cities and States that
choose to participate in this program.
It provides additional resources to
carry out this demonstration project
that I believe will work.

The evaluation that will occur is
going to be healthy. It is going to ex-
amine and measure student achieve-
ment in the alternative situation. It is
going to measure parental involvement
in education with parental involve-
ment increased. It is going to evaluate
the satisfaction of parents and all in-
volved in the program. And it will
evaluate the overall impact on the per-
formance of the public school system.
In other words, if it is damaging the
public school system, we will find that
out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
yielded to the Senator has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. I will just wrap up
and say the Secretary of Education,
Dr. Paige, tried it in Houston, a huge
school system—I ask for 1 minute to
wrap up—favors this idea.

Mr. KENNEDY. We have no objec-
tion.

Mr. GREGG. I yield the Senator 1
minute.

Mr. SESSIONS. He said in Houston it
made them better. In the first year or
two, they lost some students and peo-
ple complained. He said: I supported it.
If people could get a better education
somewhere else, it was all right with
me. I cared about those children. But—
he said—do you know what happened?
We improved our school system so
much in Houston that as years went by
they were coming from private schools
to the public schools; the public
schools grew at the expense of private
schools because we got better. He said
there is no way a private school can
succeed and beat a public school in the
long term, if it is run right.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will
yield myself 30 minutes. I would like to
be reminded when I use 25.

H.L. Mencken said at one time that
for every complex problem, there is a
simple easy answer, and it is wrong.
That is what we have here, a simple,
easy answer to all the problems we are
facing in our troubled schools across
this country, and it is basically and
fundamentally wrong; it does not work.

I will take the time to illustrate the
flawed nature of this amendment, and
those Members with further interest
are welcome to contact our office, and
we will provide a more detailed ac-
count of the state of education in each
of the cities that host voucher pro-
grams. These programs have not
worked. Vouchers do not work. Fur-
thermore, this is not really a debate
about true ‘‘choice’” because, under
this amendment, parents would not ex-
ercise a choice. Schools would exercise
a choice.

It is not a parent, it is not a 30-year-
old mother with a single child who
makes a decision to go to a private
school. That is malarkey. That does
not exist. Under this amendment, the
decision is made by the school.

I have listened to speeches time and
time again state that approximately
$130 billion has been expended on title
I, but we haven’t seen increased aca-
demic achievement among the nation’s
students in need. Meanwhile, America
spends nearly $400 billion annually on
elementary and secondary education.
Those skeptical of increasing funding
for education cite $130 billion over 20
years or 30 years. The real reason we
have poor schools and low student
achievement is that we have not yet
stepped up to the plate. Federal dollars
provide only 7 cents of every dollar
spent on education in this country. The
remainder of the responsibility rests
with States and local communities. It
is the responsibility of States and local
communities to provide local schools
with the help that they need to suc-
ceed. We are trying to address this
issue at the federal level, but cannot do
it alone. I think we have a good bill
that can make a difference if it is ade-
quately funded.

With all respect to my colleagues,
they have spoken about about leaving
no children behind, yet they leave two-
thirds of the children behind with the
funding currently provided for Title I.
In the past, we have shed crocodile
tears all over the Senate floor about
leaving children behind. They are al-
ready being left behind, and that is
wrong. As the allocations of current
funds demonstrate, and under the cur-
rent budget proposed by the President,
3.7 million children will be provided
funding. Under the Dodd-Collins
amendment, we have proposed funding
for 5.7 million children, building up to
full funding. That amendment has now
been accepted to this bill.

Along with an oratory on leaving no
child behind, let’s also ensure that we
truly do not leave children behind.
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Let’s commit to securing the funds so
that no children are left behind. And
with that, we really need to dismiss
this voucher argument. If we really are
interested in no child being left behind,
then let’s make sure that we aren’t
going to leave them behind.

My friends and colleagues again pro-
vide the same talking points on failing
schools. They are good talking points.
But they are only good. They are not
terribly good. We currently have ap-
proximately 10,000 schools. It would
cost $1.8 billion to turn these schools
into high-performing schools. But are
those funds in the budget? Are those
funds requested by the President? No.
If we are serious about turning those
schools around, we know how to do it.
It takes reforms and it takes invest-
ment. We are on the road to success
with the reforms, but we have not yet
seen the investment.

Supporters of this amendment also
claim that the $50 million to fund this
program will not come from Title I. If
not from Title I, then from where? This
investment in vouchers has been por-
trayed as an investment that would not
siphon funds in the federal budget
away from education. Where in the
world is this magic $50 million coming
from? I don’t know where it is. It is out
here. They keep referring to it. I think
we ought to take that magical pot with
a never-ending fountain, invest it, and
try to do something that is going to
make a difference; that is, address the
problems of failing schools. That is
what we ought to be doing. But that is
not the proposal here. This $560 million
is, of course, money that could other-
wise be spent in terms of helping and
assisting schools. Under this amend-
ment, schools in need of assistance
would lose.

First of all, all of us understand the
importance of the public school system
and what a difference it has made in
the hopes and dreams of families all
over this country. I went to private
school. I have a grandchild going to a
public school, and nieces and nephews
who go to public schools. Most of them
are going to private schools. But I was
able to go to a public school with good
teachers. I was able to go to a school
that had a curriculum that was a good
curriculum. I was able to benefit from
those.

We are trying to say let’s try to do
what we know works, and do that for
children all over this country. We
know what works in education. But
vouchers don’t. I will come to that. We
know what works.

We have invested in what works—not
completely the way I would like. But it
isn’t completely the way that I know
my friend, Senator GREGG, would like,
or that President Bush would like. It is
a compromise. But it is one that we
can defend, if it is funded and invested
in, because we are going to make sure
that we are going to get better trained
teachers and have opportunities to
have smaller class sizes. And there are
going to be evaluations on that.
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I don’t know how many times I have
listened to my friends and colleagues
over here talk about why this is dif-
ferent. You know why this is different.
It is because in the old days, we just
provided the resources but we didn’t
have the accountability. In the old
days, we provided funds to States to
use to build swimming pools and pur-
chase football uniforms. States did not
target funds to the neediest children
with block grants.

We will continue to provide funding
for our neediest children, but we are
going to have accountability. That is
the President’s proposal, and that is
our proposal. He wants annual assess-
ments in the third grade and the eighth
grade. Those assessments will help
States measure progress. If schools
don’t measure up with annual yearly
progress, States will take action. They
will provide the resources to reform
schools, and reconstitute them if nec-
essary.

Hello. Not with the schools to which
Mr. GREGG wants to permit these chil-
dren to go. No, no. There is no guar-
antee in this amendment with that
plea about that matter. I want to talk
to that matter. If that matter happens
to be limited English speaking, forget
about going to these schools. Do you
understand that? Forget about it. They
do not have to take your child. And
they don’t, more often than not. If
your child has a disability, forget
about going because they do not have
to take your child. IDEA doesn’t apply
to this. There is reference in here that
IDEA applies. But it doesn’t apply to
private schools. If they are disabled,
forget about going. If they have a dis-
ability, forget about bringing your
child in. If you are a homeless or mi-
grant student, you will not be guaran-
teed services. You have no guarantee.
Forget about going to that school.

Do you get the picture?

It is very interesting. According to a
1998 survey conducted in conjunction
with a Department of Education study
on public school students and private
schools, private schools indicated that,
if they were required to accept public
school students—look at this: Ran-
domly assigned. What about saying
there are a lot of children in that
school, and all of them want to go to a
particular school. Let’s take randomly
assigned students who go to a public
school and later to a private school.
Entrants decline by one-half. And 68
percent of private schools indicated
that they would be unwilling to accept
students with learning disabilities. 68
percent would be unwilling to accept
students with limited English pro-
ficiency.

Under this condition, the percentage
of schools that would definitely be will-
ing to participate declines from 77 to 36
percent.

Hello. This great experiment in de-
mocracy of making sure that every
child is going to have this choice and
not have the needy schools that are
failing on that, basically it is going to
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be a decision for private schools to
make a judgment with regard to who
they want, and make a conscious selec-
tion.

The idea that this is going to open
doors for parents whose children are in
failing schools as a way out raises a
false hope, and it is one that should be
rejected.

We are strongly committed to trying
to do something about it. I know the
Senator from New Hampshire is strong-
ly committed. We know what has to be
done. We are going to ensure that, with
real accountability, schools will take
steps to make sure they make annual,
yvearly progress, even based upon the
existing tests in the old 1994 act which
States already have in place. Schools
will constantly have to make progress.

There is going to be a range of sup-
plementary services available to chil-
dren. They are going to have additional
options to go to public schools if they
need to. There will be afterschool pro-
grams available to them. There will be
summer programs available to them.

As we accepted last night, there will
be funding for creative summer pro-
grams which we have seen work in Bos-
ton last year. In those programs, they
tied employment to reading. And chil-
dren in that program, after 6 weeks of
employment, increased their reading
scores by 1.7 years. That is real
progress taking place. We are strongly
committed to that. But we want to
provide that for all the children.

That is our commitment—high
achievement for all children. Of course
all of these parents who are faced with
the prospect that their children will
not make progress in the schools, if
someone offers them a phony lifeline
and says this is going to answer your
problem, everybody is going to vote for
that particular Kkind of opportunity.
But that isn’t being true to the com-
plete picture.

We are trying to say we know what
works. We are going to invest in these
programs. We are going to move all of
these children along together because
we are one nation with one history and
one destiny. We are all going to move
along together.

That is what this commitment ought
to be—not just to try to find some way
that perhaps that one child or two chil-
dren can move on. Good for them. But
we want everyone to move along to-
gether. That is what our commitment
is.

Private schools are not required to
have assessments in their programs in
the manner that the President has
talked about. They are able to be selec-
tive about who will attend their
schools. We are considering a proposal
to divert scarce resources away from
the nation’s public school systems,
where 90 percent of America’s children
receive an education.

If we find that the children going to
the private schools today would like to
go to the public schools, do you know
what percent could go? Four percent.
Of all of them, 4 percent could go to
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private schools. So what are we saying
out there? Are we going to have an ex-
periment that is going to be out there,
and only 4 percent can go? This makes
no sense.

Now let’s get back to the facts about
whether there are any meaningful,
positive results from these experi-
ments, in the first place, where they
have been tried.

The first 5 years of the Milwaukee
voucher program showed no achieve-
ment differences between voucher stu-
dents and comparable students. That is
from the University of Wisconsin at
Madison report, their 5-year report. It
is the Witte study.

Followup studies found that voucher
students made no gains in reading and
only small gains in math. In fact, low-
income students in Milwaukee public
schools that reduced class size out-
performed voucher students in reading
and did as well as voucher students in
math. That is the Princeton study.

Cecilia Rouse, 1998, a State-sponsored
independent evaluation of the first
year of Cleveland’s voucher program,
conducted by researchers in Indiana—
not up at Harvard, not at Yale, not at
Princeton; in Indiana—found no signifi-
cant achievement difference in all sub-
jects between voucher students and
comparable public school students. In
the second year there were no achieve-
ment differences, except a slight ad-
vantage for voucher students in lan-
guages.

The recent Jay Greene study on the
effects of vouchers in Florida is also in
serious question. Many researchers
found that the Florida vouchers did not
enhance reform in public schools, other
factors did. Some researchers did sug-
gest that the threat of vouchers for
students failing public schools caused
math and writing gains among Flor-
ida’s lowest performing public schools
to increase. But Greene’s research
overestimates the effect of being des-
ignated a failing school and offers no
evidence that the higher estimate test
score gains by failing schools should be
attributed to the threat of vouchers.

What else? We could go down the list.
I have the studies for virtually all of
the voucher programs here. We can
take some time and go through this.
Later perhaps, in the afternoon, we
will have an opportunity to go through
them. I will include in the RECORD the
analysis of the cities that have been
mentioned in this debate, and others,
in a very limited way, and ask they be
printed in the RECORD so as to dem-
onstrate that.

On the contrary, where have we seen
the most progress made? Have we seen
the most progress made in any State
which has had vouchers? No. The most
progress that has been made is in the
State of North Carolina. In the State of
North Carolina, public school reforms
have been similar to those in Florida
and have been initiated without vouch-
ers, and student achievements have
risen. The results are further reason to
doubt the effectiveness of vouchers in
public school reform.
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The achievements in North Carolina
have been notable. Every review, every
evaluation, every examination, and
every study finds unequivocally that
North Carolina has made this signifi-
cant and dramatic progress.

Here are the Rand studies. The Rand
studies show that the gains in Texas
and/or North Carolina, in both reading
and math, were much higher than the
average State gains and close to that
of the State with the highest gains. If
we were to average the gains across the
States, North Carolina and Texas show
the highest average gain among all the
States. Do they have vouchers? No.

Here are the two States that are
doing, what? In the bill we are invest-
ing in well-trained teachers, profes-
sional development, smaller class sizes,
safer schools, afterschool programs,
working with schools that are in trou-
ble, as North Carolina does, in terms of
closing down effectively the schools
and putting them under new leader-
ship, and bringing around new cur-
riculum with new evaluations to ben-
efit the children, having summer
school programs—all of those that are
out there—and having early reading
programs, which is one of the areas
Governor Hunt was so concerned with
and is shown to be so important and
successful, and a program included in
this legislation providing for early
reading programs.

I wish we could expand that. It is $75
million. That ought to be expanded for
a nation when we know what is hap-
pening. Why are we talking, on the one
hand, vouchers, for which there is vir-
tually no evidence—we can stand
around here all day and talk about the
different tests, but the fact is, when
you take the review of States that
have made meaningful progress in
terms of advancing academic achieve-
ment, they are not relying on vouch-
ers, they are relying on the kinds of
things we have in this legislation.

I find this proposal enormously trou-
blesome for other reasons as well. If
you look at the ‘‘eligible entity’’:

The term ‘‘eligible entity’ means a public
agency, institution, or organization, such as
a State—

This does not say it is going to go

through the local superintendent of
schools—
a State or local educational agency, a coun-
ty or municipal agency, a consortium of pub-
lic agencies, or a consortium of public agen-
cies and private nonprofit organizations,
that can demonstrate, to the satisfaction of
the Secretary. . . .

I do not quite understand this, in any
event, because I wonder if in Boston
the superintendent and the mayor say,
“We don’t want it,” and then they are
able to go out and the Secretary gets
some other public agency. It appears to
me they would be eligible to develop a
voucher system in a community. I
would have thought at least they
would want the superintendent of
schools to say that, to give them the
authority and the responsibility.

I think we ought to get back to the
fundamentals. We know what works.
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And we know what works is investing
and taking advantage of the kinds of
things that have happened in this
country over the period of these recent
years, and building on those. We know
what a difference that can make in
terms of the children of this country
and having well-trained teachers in the
classroom, having the smaller class
sizes, having a well-thought-out cur-
riculum, having evaluations of the
progress children are making with
well-thought-out examinations and
tests—not tests that are just a mechan-
ical rote of knowledge, but also a
thinking process for these children—
helping and assisting with supple-
mentary services, summer programs,
afterschool programs, doing all of that.

There are schools that are not going
to measure up. We are taking the kinds
of items that are included in this bill,
in terms of over a period of years, and
putting the emphasis and stress on
math and reading. They have the high
priorities in the bill. This is what
works. If we adopted this amendment,
we would be drawing down scarce re-
sources that would otherwise be used—
make no mistake about it—to benefit
all of the children. If we took those re-
sources out and used them on a pro-
gram that is largely discriminatory—
because it does not give the guarantee
of choice to the child or to the parent.
It still makes the choice in the school’s
interest, not the child’s interest. It
does not provide for how that child is
going to be evaluated. It completely is
exempt from all the kinds of evalua-
tion this President has talked about.
How can you have that?

He talks about having evaluations
and making sure children are going to
learn and insists they have the annual
test. And on the other hand he says, if
you go to a private school, you don’t
have to do any of that.

What is happening here? What pos-
sible sense does that make? And he
leaves it up to the school to make the
judgment and decision, and without
giving the protection to many of the
children whether they are disabled
children, limited-English  children,
other children with any kind of special
needs. I think that is a failure.

Let us take the resources we have
available and invest them in our chil-
dren, invest in their future, invest in
what we know can work, invest in this
new partnership we will have with the
Federal Government, the States, and
local communities; the new partner-
ship we are going to have involving
parents, teachers, and the local com-
munities. I think that is what we ought
to be about.

Finally, I think on the whole issue on
the vouchers, obviously, there are con-
stitutional issues. I know in the re-
maining time that I have—I will not
take the time to go through it, but
there are serious constitutional issues
as well.

But I strongly oppose this amend-
ment just on the basis of the policy
questions. These programs have not
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demonstrated effectiveness. The public,
by and large, has rejected these issues
time and again, across this country,
and more than 80 percent in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I know there is a po-
tential voucher amendment for the
District of Columbia.

This has been rejected across the
country. When people know we are
going to be serious about making a dif-
ference in investing in children and in
the kinds of educational programs that
are positive and will result in academic
achievement and accomplishment,
when we do that, the American people
understand the importance of that type
of investment. That is what this bill is
about to do.

Its great failure to date is the fact
that we have not received the kinds of
assurances from the administration
that they are going to make sure the
benefits of this legislation are going to
reach all of the children.

Mr. President, I see my colleague and
friend from Michigan is here. I yield 5
minutes to the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Edwards). The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
thank my friend and colleague from
Massachusetts who has been such a
stalwart in advocating for our children
throughout the process as it relates to
this education bill. There has been give
and take and working together in a bi-
partisan basis to formulate a bill that
will focus on increasing accountability,
goals for our children, but also re-
sources. Many of us have been saying
over and over again how the resources
have to be coupled with the account-
ability so that every child has the op-
portunity to learn and we truly leave
no child behind.

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment related to private school vouch-
ers and speak on behalf of the people of
Michigan who voted in the election last
November resoundingly against a simi-
lar proposal that was on the ballot in
Michigan. There was a lot of thought-
ful discussion on both sides. The public
resoundingly said no and focused on
what I believe to be a very wise course,
which is to focus on making sure that
every child in every school has the op-
portunity to 1learn and that we
strengthen our public schools.

I have great respect for friends and
colleagues who choose to send their
children to private schools. We also
know that even if 10 percent of the
children in our public schools went to
private schools through vouchers, we
would still be faced with needing 5,000
new schools in the next number of
years and doubling the number of
schools in the 10 largest school systems
in America, at a cost of $40 billion.
Those costs don’t go away. The needs
don’t go away. If a few children leave,
you still have the majority there who
need to have technology in the class-
room, who need to have smaller class
sizes so they can learn.

What we have found is that the
voucher system pulls resources away
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but, in fact, does not improve edu-
cation for all children.

I remember when we were debating a
few years ago—maybe 3 years ago—the
D.C. schools. We had, literally, roofs
falling in. One fall, as school was get-
ting ready to start, there was a pro-
posal that, as the roof was falling in,
we ought to have vouchers for 2,000
children out of 78,000 children in the
Washington, DC, schools—that 2,000
ought to be able to have vouchers.
There was a big debate about the 2,000
children and not a debate about the
78,000 children who still would be in
schools that had broken roofs, schools
that would have wastepaper baskets in
the corner catching the water. The re-
sources that were being debated to be
pulled out for vouchers would not allow
fixing of the roofs. It didn’t make any
sense.

In the end, we were fortunate that
proposal did not pass at that time.

What we know is that over 90 percent
of our children attend schools poten-
tially facing budget cuts, potentially
facing challenges relating to resources.
We also know that we want every
school to increase accountability. We
want to make sure that if a public
school is not working, the school sys-
tem has the capacity to shut it down,
to change personnel, to do the things
necessary to increase accountability.

I believe strongly that needs to be
done within the context of our public
schools so that every child has the op-
portunity for people to be fighting for
the best quality possible for them and
not just diverting a few children away
from that system while the rest are in
schools that are not up to standards.

This is an incredibly important issue
that we need to send a strong message,
through a ‘‘no”” vote on the amend-
ment, that we support strengthening
our public school system for every
child. We have schools now doing won-
derful work. We have schools now that
are in trouble. We need to make sure
that through what we are doing feder-
ally, we are recognizing and applauding
and saluting our quality public schools
and that we are providing the resources
and the accountability which our chil-
dren deserve and our families deserve,
to make sure that no matter what door
you walk through in what public
school, in which neighborhood in the
United States of America, you know
that your child is going to receive the
very best quality education.

That is what this fight is all about. I
believe this amendment takes us in the
wrong direction. I hope colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will vote no and
we will get back to the business of
strengthening our public schools
through this important legislation.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, for 1
minute, on North Carolina, a recent
Rand Corporation report found that be-
tween 1990 and 1996, students showed
the highest average annual gain in the
National Assessment of Education
Progress, the NAEP, reading and math
tests. Those are national tests. SAT
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scores have risen 10 years in a row. The
scores have improved more than any
other State—a 40-point gain between
1990 and 2000, 10 points higher than the
three other States with big gains.

Most recently, the States average
SAT moved up as well between 1999 and
the year 2000. This is a State that is
doing it right. We tried to benefit from
their experience.

The Senator from North Carolina,
who is now presiding, was a particular
help to our committee in sharing the
experiences of North Carolina and en-
suring that many of those very impor-
tant aspects that have been successful
in North Carolina would be available to
benefit local communities in this legis-
lation. That is the kind of thing we
ought to be investing in so that all
children will benefit.

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
here today because I strongly believe
that Senator GREGG’s voucher amend-
ment moves this country and our pub-
lic schools in the wrong direction.

All of us stand for equal opportunity
for all children. This amendment
might open doors to a few children, but
it would shut them for many others. In
the Senate, we are fighting to improve
our public schools with resources. This
amendment uses public funds to send a
few students to private schools rather
than investing in schools that serve all
of our children.

We need to think about the con-
sequences of this voucher amendment.
In the bill before us, we are insisting
on accountability for the use of Fed-
eral funds. This voucher program
would funnel taxpayer dollars into
schools that are not accountable to the
public at all.

Beyond lack of accountability, let’s
remember that private schools don’t
even have to meet the same academic
standards required for all public
schools. Not all private schools are cre-
ated equal. There are a lot of good
ones, but there are some with lower
quality and lower standards, and our
tax dollars would go to them as well
with no accountability.

Private schools are important. I am
not here to speak against private
schools. I am here to speak against an
amendment that would damage public
schools.

Mr. President, I want to talk about
the four simple reasons I oppose this
amendment. Vouchers undermine our
public schools; vouchers leave children
behind; vouchers mean less account-
ability; and vouchers are a distraction
from the hard but essential work of en-
suring that all public schools are good
schools.

Our public schools are the corner-
stone of our democracy, our commau-
nities, and our economy. They are en-
trusted with giving more than 90 per-
cent of our children the education they
need to be productive citizens. Vouch-
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ers would weaken public schools by di-
verting already scarce funds needed for
smaller classes, afterschool programs,
better facilities, and teacher training,
to pay for private school tuition for a
few select children—which really leads
to the second reason I cannot support
any voucher scheme.

Private schools may reject students
for almost any reason, including dis-
ability, limited English proficiency, be-
havioral challenges, or academic defi-
ciencies. Despite the rhetoric of this
amendment, vouchers do not offer true
choice for students. While parents may
remove children from public schools,
no voucher system guarantees admis-
sion to the school of their choice. Pri-
vate schools will still choose which
students they will admit.

While vouchers drain money from
public schools to help a few students,
other students are left at a public
school with fewer resources. That will
not help our kids succeed. In fact, it
will probably lower the quality of edu-
cation for the most challenged stu-
dents, effectively leaving them behind.

Proponents of the underlying bill, in-
cluding the author of this amendment,
have said that accountability provi-
sions are the key to not leaving stu-
dents behind.

Well, Mr. President, my third objec-
tion is that this amendment would
make these accountability provisions
meaningless for thousands of students.
This bill requires that the results of
new reading and math testing in grades
3-8 be used to judge the quality of all
public schools, and it sanctions schools
that fail to make adequate yearly
progress. But those accountability pro-
visions and testing do not apply to pri-
vate schools that benefit from vouch-
ers.

If this accountability is truly essen-
tial to ensuring a good education,
should it not apply to all schools that
receive Federal funds?

Under this wvoucher plan, partici-
pating private schools do not have to
give the same tests. They do not have
to make adequate yearly progress. And
they cannot be sanctioned. Public
schools must comply with all Federal,
State, and local civil rights, and health
and safety requirements.

This voucher proposal doesn’t even
require participating private schools to
protect the civil rights of school em-
ployees, or to maintain the separation
of church and state.

Mr. President, I cannot support
spending taxpayer dollars on schools
with no public accountability.

Finally, vouchers drain away the re-
sources and attention that should be
focused on turning around low-per-
forming schools. Vouchers offer an ex-
cuse to those who are unwilling to
make the necessary investment or to
roll up their sleeves and get involved in
the hard work of leading a struggling
public school into success.

Turning around low-performing
schools is not magic. Hard-working
people all across the country are doing
it every single day.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mrs. MURRAY. I am happy to yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator just
made a comment that I think is par-
ticularly pertinent to this discussion
on the question of accountability. Here
in the legislation that we have before
us—as we have debated over the past 7
or 8 weeks, much of that debate has
been on accountability. But could the
Senator indicate what her position is
with regard to accountability for the
schools where the children might be
able to gain entry if they take these
vouchers—what kind of accountability
will be in place there? Are those
schools included in this same kind of
rigorous accountability, or will we be
investing money in schools and not
really know their impact on our chil-
dren’s future?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, it is
very clear that as we have listened to
this debate in the Senate, Senators on
both sides of the aisle believe that the
key to the success of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act is ac-
countability, and a part of that is test-
ing. The voucher system would mean
that students could take public tax-
payer dollars to a private school that
has no testing requirements similar to
the public schools, has no account-
ability, requires no accountability, and
thus we are just sending taxpayer dol-
lars to private schools that don’t live
by the same rules.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will
yield further, part of the very, I think,
strong presentation that the President
has made is that he wants to ensure
that tests are not used in a punitive
way, but as instruments to gauge stu-
dent progress and inform instruction. I
think the Senator was there when we
listened to Secretary Paige—he empha-
sized the importance of finding out
what children don’t know so there can
be assistance provided to children to
help them succeed. I have some enor-
mously interesting examples. In our
own State, where the teachers find out
the class doesn’t know much about
fractions, they deal with that by teach-
ing other aspects of mathematics over
the course of the year. They are mak-
ing up for lost progress in the past, and
ensuring that children move along and
keep up with the current material.
There is a reason for accountability. If
students are not able to make progress,
they receive supplementary services—
the afterschool programs, the summer
programs, or the tutorials—to provide
them with the extra help they need.

Now what is going to happen in
voucher schools? Will those programs
be available? How are we going to
know whether these children are mak-
ing progress?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator raises a
key point. We won’t know how they are
progressing. As the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts knows, I was a school board
member before I was a Senator. I can
tell you of numerous school board
meetings where we had citizens from
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our community sitting in big audiences
before us saying: You are spending my
taxpayer dollars and I want you to—fill
in the blank. If we send our Federal
taxpayer dollars to private schools, our
citizens in our communities will not
have the opportunity to go before a
board that governs a private school to
demand that their taxpayer dollars are
spent wisely.

Mr. KENNEDY. One of the most im-
portant aspects of accountability pro-
vided for in this bill is giving informa-
tion to parents so that they will be
able to follow the development of their
children. We have a school in Massa-
chusetts where part of the portfolio for
school success is a measure of parental
involvement. Very interesting. That
sounds like something that is way out,
but, by George, that school was able to
get their parents involved.

An essential element in this bill is
the proposal to make sure that parents
understand what is happening in their
schools, and to be able to provide a
comparison of their schools perform-
ance to other schools in the neighbor-
hood. In this respect, and with school
report cards, parents will be able to be
effective, articulate spokespersons for
their children’s education. Will that be
available under a voucher program?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
Massachusetts knows that it would
not. If our taxpayer dollars went to a
private school in the form of a voucher,
there would be no parental involve-
ment, no community involvement, no
taxpayer involvement on how their dol-
lars were being spent.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
for that. Is the Senator also aware that
opportunities for children who are lim-
ited English proficient, or for children
who may have a learning disability, or
for migrant children or homeless chil-
dren—those opportunities will not be
driven by parents. The choice of how to
serve those children, if they are served,
will be made by the school under a
voucher program. So does the Senator
agree with me that the idea of some-
how providing millions of American
parents the opportunity for their chil-
dren to be moved into a different situa-
tion with this proposal is really a dis-
tortion? Critical decisions will be made
by schools that may not be inclined to
reach out to children who have some
special situation, special needs.

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
Massachusetts raises a very good point.
I know many parents today with young
children who are 2 and 3 years old are
now trying to get their kids into pri-
vate school. They are starting the ap-
plication process already. It is very dif-
ficult to get into some of our best pri-
vate schools. Imagine parents out there
who are listening to rhetoric about a
voucher program as some Kind of
magic bullet that their child will use
to get into a private school, and that is
not correct. In fact, private schools can
say they will not take children with
disabilities or with limited English
proficiency or with the difficulties that
they have experienced in the past.
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So it is an empty promise to many
parents who are thinking it is some
kind of panacea—a voucher system
that all of a sudden they will receive as
taxpayers. The good private schools are
hard to get into. We all know not all
private schools are created equal.
There are good ones and there are some
not so good. This money would apply
to all of them. I think we would lose
for a lot of taxpayers in this country
and our public school systems will lose
even more.

Mr. KENNEDY. Finally, we have lis-
tened during the presentation of those
who supported this amendment, that
this was not really going to take
money away from public school chil-
dren.

We would like to find out where this
magical pot of money is. They are say-
ing we want to give assurance to all
those who are voting with us and
against us that this money will not be
taken away. If we don’t use this
money, it still won’t be available to
children. I am somewhat mystified—I
don’t believe it. I don’t think anybody
in this body believes it.

Does the Senator agree these are
scarce resources? We have reviewed the
fact we are still only reaching a third
of the children under the President’s
program. Under the President’s pro-
gram, there is no increase other than
the cost-of-living increase for children
over the period of the next 8 years.

Resources are scarce. I wonder if the
Senator from Washington buys the ar-
gument that this is not going to be
money that would otherwise be used
for professional development, or train-
ing teachers, or mentoring programs,
or afterschool programs, or moving
teachers into smaller class sizes. The
Senator has been our national leader
on that issue. Doesn’t the Senator
agree we could use that $50 million
more effectively in terms of benefitting
children rather than for a voucher pro-
gram?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as the
Senator from Massachusetts knows
well, we only fund one-third of the stu-
dents who are eligible for title I today.
It seems to me we should be investing
the money in making sure title I stu-
dents have access to additional help. If
we reduce class size, if we provide
teacher training, if we invest in public
schools in a way we have promised for
many years to do, vouchers would not
be an argument on the floor. Our chil-
dren everywhere would be getting the
good education they should and we
would not select just a few kids to go
on to a few schools to succeed. We
would go back to the principle we all
espouse in the Senate, to leave no child
behind.

As a country that cares about all of
our children, we are making sure we in-
vest in all of our children.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank my friend
and colleague.

As a school board member and a
teacher of elementary school, Senator
MURRAY brings a special insight into
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the education policy issues. I think we
do well to heed her warnings and con-
cerns.

Whatever time the Senator needs to
conclude her remarks, I yield.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague
from Massachusetts. I urge all col-
leagues to think about the principles of
this bill and the underlying concept:
We want to make sure every child in
this country succeeds. That is not what
this amendment will do. It is what we
need to do in terms of investing in our
communities, our schools, in the right
way, so all children can succeed.

There is no magic bullet. The vouch-
ers amendment is certainly not one. I
hope we are not tempted by the false
promise of vouchers as that magic bul-
let.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote
no.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I take
a moment or two to refer those inter-
ested in this debate to this report
called ‘“Uncommon Wisdom, Effective
Reform Strategies,” from Mass Insight
Education, an education-reform organi-
zation based in Boston, Massachusetts.
Massachusetts is well on its way in
terms of educational reform. We have
been making progress in recent years.

This report illustrates a number of
schools making very important and
significant progress academically with
their students. They include elemen-
tary, middle, and high schools. They il-
lustrate the different techniques used
in each of the schools. All the reforms
vary somewhat, but all have been im-
plemented within the framework that
this bill supports: high standards; good
professional development; data gen-
erated by meaningful, high-quality as-
sessments; and extra support for the
students in need of academic assist-
ance.

This independent organization is
highly regarded. They have reviewed
various schools in our State, and have
shared their findings so that other
schools can make progress. Again, they
identify four critical priorities: the de-
velopment of the curriculum, the
teaching, the assessment, and the
intervention. Together, these reforms
directly shape every student’s edu-
cational experience in school. These
four common elements have produced
important and significant progress in
each of the 22 Massachusetts schools
included in this report.

In the Thompson School in Arling-
ton, 30 percent of students receive free
or reduced lunches, 15 percent have
special needs, and 25 percent are stu-
dents of color. It is a mixed blue-collar,
working-class, middle/low-income high
school that has been able to make ex-
traordinary progress with their pro-
grams. There are countless other exam-
ples of schools, such as the Thompson
school, that have reformed to produce
results.

The bottom line is that the elements
included in this report are elements we
have included in this legislation. If we
provide funding for these reforms, we
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will see these results in not only every
school in Massachusetts but every
school in the country. That is what we
want to do.

The Senator from Rhode Island is
here and I yield 10 minutes.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the Gregg-Hutchinson
amendment which authorizes a voucher
program for private schools for 7 years,
encompassing 10 cities and 3 States. 1
don’t believe this is an appropriate
educational policy we should be pur-
suing. Our first and foremost commit-
ment should be to strengthen and im-
prove reform of public education.

Frankly, as we go forward with the
constrained resources, that primary
challenge will be difficult to achieve.
Dissipating funds for vouchers for pri-
vate schools to me is not the appro-
priate response to a crisis in public
education in the United States. For
over 30 years, the Federal Government
has made a commitment to help the
students of America throughout the
public education system. Particularly,
we have committed to ensuring that
low-income students are given a chance
to succeed. We have created reforms
over the last several years to help im-
prove the learning environment and en-
sure a vigorous public education. Back
in 1994 we streamlined reform of the
title I program and other Federal pro-
grams. The thrust, the purpose, the
constant theme is how we can help,
working with the States and localities,
to improve public education to ensure
that every family in America has an
opportunity to send their children to
excellent, free, public schools.

This amendment takes us off that
track, off that purpose. It would not
improve public education in the United
States. It would not respond to the
need for safe schools, quality teachers,
smaller classes, buildings that are well
repaired and well maintained, or great-
er parental involvement. It would not
ensure that all students reach high
academic standards. It diverts scarce
Federal resources from the public
schools, our first and foremost pri-
ority. And it does so at a time when
the massive tax cut that has just been
passed weakens our ability to respond
to the overwhelming needs of public
education throughout this country.

As a result, I do not believe we
should engage in this policy endeavor.
In a world of finite resources, we have
to be careful and conscious of our obli-
gations to public education and our
foremost responsibility, to ensure that
public education is well served.

There are proponents of this legisla-
tion who say this amendment is really
about giving families a choice. I do not
believe this really is an issue of choice.
Realistically, this amendment will
never reach all the children in all the
failing schools. So we know, even if
this amendment is adopted and accept-
ed, there will be children left behind in
failing schools. That is not a choice for
parents.

It seems to me, then, that we have to
g0 back to our initial purpose, which is

S6073

to try to improve every school in this
country so no parent has to keep their
children in a public school that is not
performing. We need to give parents
real choice, and we do not deal with
the issue of choice by dissipating re-
sources, by inviting some children to
go to private schools and leaving oth-
ers behind. We do it by confronting our
responsibilities to reform each and
every public school in this country.

There are other issues that com-
plicate this approach to choice. First,
giving a voucher to a family for their
child does not ensure that child can go
to the school the family chooses.
Frankly, the nature of private edu-
cation is they exclude students. They
exclude students because they are not
smart enough. They exclude students
because they just do not fit in with
their approach to education. They ex-
clude students because, frankly, they
are difficult or have discipline prob-
lems. Public education cannot do that.
Public education has to be inclusive.
Public education has to reach out and
embrace every child—those who are
difficult and those who are honor stu-
dents.

So this approach to reform fails on
one other principal ground. We are not
giving every family the full range of
choice because private schools will ex-
clude again and again and again. That
is the nature of being a private enter-
prise. That, in some respects, some
might argue, is one of their strengths.
They can ensure all the children are
part of their patent, that they fit in.
That is not a luxury, frankly, that pub-
lic education has. We have to recognize
that. So this argument of choice is not
something I think really carries the
day.

Also, there are other issues. If we do
embark on a voucher program such as
this, it will invariably raise issues of
the rights of parents to demand entry
to these private schools. It will raise
issues of whether or not it is con-
scionable to exclude these children,
who now have public funds, from these
schools. So there may be many in the
private education community who
would like to see this development, but
they might, when it becomes, or if it
becomes, a reality, think otherwise.

There are many things we have to do
to ensure the education of the young
people in America is excellent. We have
to raise standards. We have to improve
the professional development of teach-
ers in public education. We have to en-
hance the ability of our schools to em-
brace and bring parents into the school
system. We have to ensure that the
buildings, the very buildings that chil-
dren occupy, are places where they feel
comfortable in terms of security and
safety, in terms of just the feeling of
being in a place that is esteemed
enough to have the floors clean, the
ceilings fixed, all the facilities work-
ing. There are too many schools in
America that fail that test.

There are too many schools that do
not have the appropriate programs to
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involve parents. There are too many
schools that are not conscious of doing
their best—too many public schools in
this country. That is where our atten-
tion must lie. That is where our focus
must lie. That is the purpose for which
we come here—to ensure every public
school in this country offers the fami-
lies of America excellent, free, public
education.

To embark on this approach of
vouchers for private education is a mis-
take. It dissipates our resources. It
also does not truly give the families of
America choice.

There are today, within the public
system, more and more opportunities
for parents to choose among different
schools within that public school sys-
tem. There is the recognition that pub-
lic systems simply cannot stand pat
any longer, they have to improve the
quality of education, they have to
reach out to teachers and parents and
the community at large to restore
trust, to rebuild not just the physical
structure of the school, but also the
educational scope and commitment to
excellence of all schools. That is their
job.

We can help, not by providing vouch-
ers for private education, but by fund-
ing and authorizing programs that will
require, and insist, that every public
school in this country meets the stand-
ards of excellence. I hope we will do
this.

I hope we will reject this amendment
and get on with the business of the
education bill before us and make a
real commitment to public education.

Mr. President, I will yield the floor,
but on behalf of Senator KENNEDY, at
this time I will yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from California, Mrs. BOXER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
CANTWELL). The Senator from Cali-
fornia is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I say
to the Senator from Rhode Island and
Senator KENNEDY, thank you for your
magnificent leadership on this issue of
education.

We all know life is complex and we
all face problems every day in our
lives. Our society has problems, not the
least of which is that sometimes our
kids go astray; they make the wrong
turn and struggle and sometimes wind
up in difficult situations. Whether it is
turning to juvenile delinquency—and
we all know that happens to some of
our kids—whether it is not being able
to handle the stresses of broken fami-
lies, we know we have problems in our
society.

We also certainly know that there is
no silver bullet. We wish there were
one thing we could do that would be
kind of a magic wand to fix all the
problems we face, the problems our
families face, the problems we face as
individuals.

Let’s say someone came up to me and
said: You only have one answer. What
would be the most important thing we
could do to stop problems in our soci-
ety, be it crime, be it drugs, be it alco-
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hol use, be it sexual abuse? Talk about
the issues; we all know they are here.
What would be the one thing, if you
had to choose only one and that was
it—you couldn’t pick five, or four, or
three, or two—I would say it would be
a quality education for every single
child starting from the earliest times.

Why do I say that? It is because we
know now that 90 percent of our brain
capacity is set by age 3. So we know if
we think all this starts later in life, we
are wrong. If we can reach those chil-
dren, particularly those children who
may not have the support of a family
structure, we can make a difference.

Will it solve the problem? No. But I
can say to you that it will solve most
of the problems.

I speak as someone who is an expert
on public schools. Why? Because that is
where I went. From Kkindergarten
through college, I went to public
schools. I am a first-generation Amer-
ican on my mother’s side. My mother
never graduated from high school. Here
I am in the Senate.

For those people who may not like
my politics, they say: God, look at
what the public schools did to us. But
for the people who think I fight hard
and do things, that I can go toe to toe
with most people in this institution
who went to the fanciest schools, they
say: Hey, look. Look at what our pub-
lic schools can do.

That is why I strongly oppose the
Gregg amendment. I think any effort
in this Chamber to pull money away
from our public schools before we know
whether they are qualified, before we
know that we are giving every child
what he or she deserves to have, any-
thing that pulls that money away from
the public school system is absolutely
wrong on its face. Well intentioned and
the rest, it doesn’t work.

We know we can provide what our
kids need if we put the resources be-
hind the rhetoric. Senator SCHUMER
and I will have an amendment later
today which will say to our colleagues,
if you believe in this, vote for the
Schumer-Boxer amendment, which is
going to say let’s make sure there are
appropriations to fund education to
match the authorization in this bill.
We are going to have a chance to vote
on that. But I have to say this. The
amendment of Senator GREGG provides
for voucher demonstration programs in
10 cities and 3 States. Our teachers are
telling us not to pull resources out.
Our voters have told us in California:
Don’t pull resources out of the public
schools and put them in the private
schools. In California, people have
voted. They had a couple of voucher
initiatives. The last one, Proposition
38, they defeated by 70.7 percent of the
vote. Let me repeat that. Californians
voted 70 percent against a voucher ex-
periment. I have to tell you that we
don’t vote 70 percent for anything.

People always ask: How do you man-
age to represent a State such as Cali-
fornia with 34 million people? I basi-
cally am honest in my answer. I say: I
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do my best. But on any given day, 30
percent of the people love me and 30
percent of the people hate me, and a
third of the people have no idea who I
am because there are 34 million people
in that State. But 70 percent of them
voted against vouchers.

It pulled everyone together—Repub-
licans, Democrats, and Independents—
because it is a very simple point. If you
believe in the rhetoric of ‘‘leave no
child behind’—and our President uses
it; I believe it—and, if it is real, then
you don’t leave them behind by pulling
money out of the public schools and
putting in these voucher initiatives
which have a lot of problems.

We have a lot of laws on the books
that I think are important. We know in
the public schools you can’t discrimi-
nate against any child for any reason.
Every child who walks through that
door is precious and important and
equal to every other child, regardless if
they have a disability, regardless of
their gender, and regardless of their
national origin.

The fact is, in this amendment we
are going to have exceptions. Private
schools can say they don’t want any
more girls; they just want to have
boys; they can just say no, or vice
versa. They can say they don’t want
any more boys and just take girls.
There can be discrimination because
that is the essence, frankly, of a pri-
vate school. If they want to do that,
fine. But just do not take the money.
You do what you want but don’t take
taxpayer money. Don’t pull it away
from the public schools.

I admire a lot of private schools. I
have a lot of them in my State. They
give scholarships to needy children.
They get a tax break, if they are a
profit-making school, for doing that. I
support that tax break. Scholarships
for needy kids are the way to go, if pri-
vate schools want to make sure their
student body is diverse and interesting
and helps kids. But to pull hard-earned
taxpayer dollars away and put them
into the private schools isn’t the way
to go. We know that just a few kids
will benefit. Even the question of how
much they will benefit has been looked
at.

Let’s say you are lucky enough to
have enough money so a $2,000 voucher
can help you pay for the rest of the tui-
tion. Sometimes the tuition is $8,000,
$10,000, or $12,000. There is no reliable
research that shows voucher programs
actually improve the education of our
children or that voucher students out-
perform their public school peers. In
fact, the policy analysis of a California
education group reported that Propo-
sition 38, the voucher initiative in our
State, would cost more and affect fewer
students in proven education reform.

What do I mean by that? It has been
proven that smaller class size really
helps student performance. Again, it is
kind of a no-brainer thing. If a teacher
can pay attention to fewer kids, she or
he is going to do a better job. It costs
much less to put that reform in place
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than to have a voucher initiative in
our State.

Now we are reducing class size. We
are seeing results. We are seeing great
results. That is the track on which we
should stay. Someday when we have
quality education for every public
school child—where 95 percent of our
kids go, by the way—I am willing to
look at other ways to help other kids
in private schools. I may always be bi-
ased against it because I believe in pub-
lic schools. I think it makes our coun-
try different from every other country.
It gives every kid a chance at the
American dream. But I will look at it
once I know every child has a quality
education. We know they don’t have
quality education in every school dis-
trict in this country. The purpose of
this underlying bill is to make sure we
give every child a quality education.

Let’s talk about Michigan. Michigan
had a vote on vouchers. They voted it
down 68-31. What are we doing here?
We are reinventing a voucher plan that
has already been voted down in Cali-
fornia by more than 70 percent of the
vote and by 69 percent of the vote in
Michigan. Once again, voters are ex-
pressing their concern that we are pull-
ing money away from public schools.

Let me say that one independent
Princeton researcher found that when
students in Milwaukee’s public schools
program were given extra resources to
reduce class size, they actually out-
performed those kids who were on the
voucher.

Let me reiterate. There is an inde-
pendent study that showed that kids in
Wisconsin, who had the advantage of
smaller class size, outperformed other
students who had vouchers in reading,
and they did as well as those students
in math.

The drain on the public school sys-
tem in Milwaukee is evident. Accord-
ing to the Wisconsin Education Asso-
ciation Council, the voucher initiative
took $22 million away from the public
schools.

Why would we do that? We know
vouchers don’t guarantee equal access.
In Milwaukee, 40 percent of the kids
who sought to participate in the vouch-
er program could not find schools that
would take them. They could be par-
ticularly harmful to a student who is
not the ‘‘cream of the crop.’”” Suppose
the student is disabled, has limited
English, or suppose they are homeless.
A private school is going to look twice,
scratch its head, and say: Maybe not.

That goes against the American
dream, which is, again, an equal chance
for every child, regardless of their cir-
cumstance.

I think this amendment is an impor-
tant amendment. I hope it will be de-
feated because the underlying bill is
really about reform—reform of our
public schools. By pulling funds away,
we hurt that reform effort.

I had a successful amendment that I
offered to this bill, cosponsored by my
Republican colleague, JOHN ENSIGN. It
was about after school. We want to
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make sure Kids after school do not get
into trouble. We know, if we look at
the charts, what happens. The FBI
charts show, for sure, that is when kids
get in trouble.

This was a bipartisan amendment. It
passed with a very healthy majority.
But I do not want to see us now turn
around and take money away from
that effort for after school and away
from the effort of smaller class size and
all the other things we are trying to do
in this bill. T do not want to see that
happen.

I see my colleague from New York is
in the Chamber. She has worked so
hard on this bill and has dedicated her
life to kids. I am very excited she is
going to be partaking of this debate
this morning.

To sum up my argument, it is this:
Our public schools are what make our
country different from most other
countries because they give us all a
shot at the American dream. Are the
public schools perfect? No, they are
not. Do we have to hold them account-
able? Yes, we do. Do we need to make
improvements? Yes, we do. Do we need
to invest in the children in those
schools? Yes, we do. Do we need to de-
mand results? Yes, we do.

But if we pull those dollars away
from the public schools and we put
them into the private schools, where 5
percent of the children go, we are mak-
ing a huge mistake. My voters in Cali-
fornia have shown that on several occa-
sions. Voters in Michigan have shown
that. They want to see us fix up our
public schools first, make them work
first. Then maybe we will have the lux-
ury to look outside the system.

We should demand the most from our
kids, the most from our teachers, the
most from our principals, the most
from our school districts, the most
from our Governors. But when we ex-
pect that, we should provide the re-
sources, we should not pull them away
from the public schools.

Thank you very much, Madam Presi-
dent.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. CLINTON. I yield myself 15 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized.

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I
commend and thank my good friend,
the Senator from California, for her
usual eloquence and energy in putting
forth a very commonsense proposal,
which is that we ought to do every-
thing in our power to make sure our
public schools work before turning our
backs on them. I especially note her
telling all of us that voters in Cali-
fornia and Michigan, who have been
given the chance to vote on vouchers in
their own States, have not only re-
jected that proposal but have done so
overwhelmingly.

I join my friend from California, and
s0 many others, in opposing the Gregg
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amendment which would provide $50
million for a voucher demonstration
program. I think it is fair to ask: Why
would I and others oppose a mere ex-
periment?

What I would like to do is just reflect
back for a minute on an experience I
had which really crystallized my oppo-
sition for me.

A few years ago I was in Northern
Ireland, in Belfast, where I was privi-
leged to meet with a number of people
who were crossing sectarian lines to
try to come together to find a way to
peacefully coexist after decades and
decades of troubles between Protestant
and Catholic citizens. I was so struck,
after a daylong conference—where we
spoke about how to set up a governing
assembly, how to provide economic op-
portunity, how we could get more peo-
ple involved in the participation re-
quired for a democracy to work—when
several people said: But the real prob-
lem we face is in our schools.

I said: What do you mean?

A number of them went on to tell me
that from the very earliest of ages chil-
dren from the two religious traditions
grew up in very separate environments.
There are literally barriers between
Catholic and Protestant neighbor-
hoods, and then they go to schools that
are run by the respective churches into
which they are born.

Person after person said to me: We
will never live and work in peace if we
don’t go to school together. We won’t
have a chance to get to know one an-
other. Can’t you help us have a public
school system like you have in Amer-
ica?

That made such an impression on me
because I have been fortunate to travel
all over the world. I have been in many
countries on every continent except
Antarctica. In every country I go to, I
meet very smart people. I meet ath-
letic stars, Olympic gold medal win-
ners. I meet scientists, very successful
business leaders, and great artists. Yet
there is something very different about
every other society than ours because
no other society has committed itself
to the proposition that all people have
the opportunity to live up to their God-
given potential and that we will pro-
vide wuniversal public education, to
offer that to each young boy and girl.

We are not perfect. We know that. We
know we have schools that fail at this
responsibility. Yet the goal we have set
and the results we have seen, from a
commitment to public education for so
many years now, have been realized in
the success of this country, in the
uniqueness of our mobility, and in the
opportunities we make available.

There are some children who, frank-
ly, start out pretty far behind the
starting line. They do not have the
family background. They do not have
the environmental enrichment. They
do not have families who will help
them succeed in school. They are often
trapped in generational poverty. When
you have poor people, you often have
poor services.
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It is a challenge to those of us who
believe in public education to come up
with reasons to oppose something that
sounds so good. You can read the sup-
porters’ comments. They say: In some
of our large cities, children are trapped
in failing schools. They should be set
free. And we should, therefore, give
them money to go to a private or paro-
chial school. And it sounds so good.
But it has a number of serious flaws
that I hope will lead a majority in this
Chamber to vote against it.

Let’s take, first, the fact that the ex-
periments that have been run—because
we have already run experiments on
vouchers—have demonstrated abso-
lutely no evidence that vouchers help
to improve student achievement.

Secondly, we know vouchers do not
help the students who need the help
the most.

Thirdly, vouchers do nothing to help
improve public schools. In fact, re-
search shows clearly that vouchers
only further segregate and stratify our
public schools.

That does not stop the proponents. I
often have remarked since I have been
in Washington that Washington oper-
ates in an evidence-free zone. You can
put out the evidence, and if it runs
counter to the ideology, then the evi-
dence does not count.

But clearly there is no evidence. In
fact, a 1998 study of the Milwaukee
public school choice program, done by
Cecilia Rouse of Princeton University,
found that students in public schools
with smaller class size and additional
State funding experienced significantly
faster reading scoring gains than stu-
dents who attended private schools
through the program.

In Cleveland, a study of the voucher
program found no significant difference
between the achievement of voucher
students and their public school coun-
terparts in reading, mathematics, so-
cial studies—the full battery of tests—
after controlling for background char-
acteristics, including prior achieve-
ment.

So I do not think we need another ex-
periment to tell us vouchers do not
work. We already have clear evidence
of that fact.

But there are those who argue that
increasing competition among public
schools, through vouchers, will help
improve student achievement in failing
schools. But we know that, too, is a
false promise.

We know what does work—strong ac-
countability, coupled with the extra
attention that students who need it re-
quire, and the kinds of intervention we
have heard about—everything from
preschool to parental involvement to
afterschool and summer school.

Scholars from the Economic Policy
Institute, Duke University, and the
Charles A. Dana Center at the Univer-
sity of Texas, as well as Stanford Uni-
versity, have found that States with
strong accountability systems which
do not include vouchers were successful
in improving student achievement in
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the lowest performing public schools.
Researchers call it the scarlet-letter
effect, which shows that if a school is
termed ‘‘failing,”” the school is often
motivated to improve. That is what we
should be focusing on now, and that is
what we are focusing on in this edu-
cation debate.

I also worry that trying to provide
sufficient funds to afford a student a
choice that is meaningful will siphon
much needed funds out of our public
school system. A $1,500 voucher, for ex-
ample, is just not sufficient in most
large cities I am aware of, and we,
therefore, know that families have to
add a substantial contribution them-
selves. In Milwaukee, for example, as
many as 46 percent of students dropped
out of the voucher program in the first
year, and 28 percent dropped out in the
fifth year because the $3,600 voucher
was not sufficient to cover costs such
as registration fees, books, uniforms,
and transportation.

We also have to worry that if you im-
plement vouchers, then very often the
motivated students and their parents
will take advantage of them and we
will see the kind of exodus from the
public schools that will only make it
more difficult to change their futures.

How can we justify taking $50 million
away from proven practices of improv-
ing student achievement? We need to
do more to lower class sizes. Yet we
were unsuccessful in continuing a prov-
en program to do just that by helping
to fund teachers in the classroom. Our
friends on the other side said: That is
not something the Federal Government
should be doing; so even though we
know it works, we won’t vote for it.

We were unsuccessful in having con-
struction and modernization and repair
funding available where we know that
so many schools, particularly the very
schools we are talking about, are lit-
erally falling down around the heads of
students and teachers. We were told:
Well, modernizing our schools is not a
Federal responsibility.

We need to recruit and retain teach-
ers, and we know we are not going to
do that if we don’t provide competitive
salaries and bonuses and other finan-
cial rewards. And we have a long way
to go before we have the teaching core,
the quality teaching core we need in
our country. Instead of investing in
proven measures to raise student
achievement, we are being asked to di-
vert and siphon off these dollars.

I started by saying that my concern
is not only based on the fact there isn’t
any evidence this works, that it si-
phons money out of the public schools,
that, in effect, it opens the door to giv-
ing up on what we know makes a dif-
ference in our children’s lives, but that
also public schools, for me, are the dis-
tinguishing characteristic that sets us
apart from many other societies. They
are the bedrock of our democracy. I
don’t think we would be giving up on
any of our fundamental freedoms so
easily. I don’t think we would be turn-
ing our back on our Constitution or our
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Bill of Rights. Yet without a strong
public school system, we could, in ef-
fect, be doing just that.

At a time when we are trying to hold
students and teachers to higher stand-
ards, diverting scarce resources to fund
an experiment that we already know
has weak results and could very well
undermine the future of public edu-
cation, which takes care of 95 percent
of our students and works well in most
parts of our country, is a very tragic
step in the wrong direction.

I heard the end of the remarks of my
colleague from California. I know she
is a very strong supporter of public
education, as I am. And like her, I went
to public schools from Kkindergarten
through high school. I believe in public
schools. I was struck by what she said.
If we were already doing what we know
works, if we had lowered class sizes, if
we had imposed the discipline, if we
had recruited and paid teachers in the
hard-to-teach schools what they should
be paid, if we had modernized our
schools so we didn’t have chunks of
plaster falling on teachers’ heads, as
recently happened in a school in my
State, then if we still didn’t have re-
sults, maybe even we very strong pub-
lic school advocates would be willing
to say: Well, we need to try something.
But we are nowhere near there.

We have turned our backs on the
children who need us the most. We
have basically left them in the most
poorly funded schools with the least
qualified teachers, often not even en-
countering a certified teacher without
adequate resources, without being held
accountable, and we say: Well, what do
you know; it is failure.

This is similar to so many of the
other proposals that would undermine
public education. It is aimed not at
solving the problem but at coming up
with a short-term, ideologically driven
answer to a complicated set of issues.
It is tragic that when we know what
works, we are unwilling to step up and
fund the resources that will give every
child in America, no matter who that
child’s parents might be, the same
chance I was given.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I be-
lieve the understanding I had with Sen-
ator KENNEDY was that Senator KEN-
NEDY and the proponents of his position
would have until 12:15, and then from
12:15—it was a casual understanding—
we would go back to our side. I under-
stand there are Members on his side
who wish to speak, and we have a Mem-
ber on our side.

It is my intention at this time to
yield the 15 minutes we had reserved on
our side to Senator ENSIGN from Ne-
vada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. May I ask a question of
the minority side?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, it is
my understanding, then, that there is a
prior agreement that a full 15 minutes
will be used by the minority side, and
then it will come back over here?

Mr. GREGG. There was no formal
agreement, but there was an under-
standing that people presenting Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s position on this amend-
ment would go from 12 to 12:15, and we
would go from 12:15 to 12:30, and then
we will be in the break for the meet-
ings of the caucuses. Then we would be
coming back. I understand the Senator
from Massachusetts wanted to go into
morning business; is that correct?

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, that
is correct. I ask the following, if it is
possible. I ask unanimous consent that
the Senator from Nevada be permitted
to proceed. Does he intend to use the
full 15 minutes? Might the Senator
from Nevada use less?

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, 10, 15
minutes, somewhere in there.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Nevada be permitted to proceed,
the Senator from Minnesota then be
permitted to speak for 5 minutes, and
then I be permitted to speak as in
morning business, at which point the
Senate would recess for the caucuses.

Mr. GREGG. I have no problem with
that. The time of the Senator from
Minnesota will come off of the time of
the Senator from Massachusetts. Both
the Senator from Massachusetts and
the Senator from Minnesota will come
off of the time of the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I ask
that we change that. I am not going to
speak on the bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the 5
minutes of the Senator from Minnesota
come off Senator KENNEDY’s time, and
that the time that I use be time as in
morning business until we recess for
the caucuses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GREGG. I have no objection. I
will amend it to include that the time
used up in this discussion be applied
equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
yield to the Senator from Nevada 15
minutes, or such time as he may con-
sume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President,
many colleagues will come to the floor
today and state that federally funded
vouchers will ruin our public schools. I
say flatly that this is wrong.

This program does not take money
away from any school. This amend-
ment creates a demonstration program
and authorizes new funding to pay for
it. But, even if the Gregg amendment
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did not provide new funding, vouchers
would not take money away from pub-
lic schools. It a student uses a voucher
to go to a private school, a public
school no longer has to pay the cost of
educating that student. And, in most
cases, a voucher is given for less money
than the average per pupil expenditure
in the school district, thus saving the
school money.

Under the Gregg amendment, the
voucher program is voluntary. It per-
mits 10 cities and 3 states to apply for
grants to operate a low-income public/
private choice program for students at-
tending failing schools.

This amendment ensures that chil-
dren in our Nation’s poorest neighbor-
hoods, who attend our Nation’s most
struggling schools, have the oppor-
tunity to get out and attend a better,
higher-performing school. These vouch-
ers allow parents to choose the best
academic setting for their child.

In my opinion, the reason all of my
colleagues should support this amend-
ment is because it is going to help chil-
dren succeed in school. None of us
wants a child to be stuck in a school
that has been identified as failing for 3
years. Rather, we want our children to
be in an environment where they can
not only learn but excel in what they
are learning. Vouchers have made this
achievement possible for many stu-
dents who otherwise would not have
succeeded.

School choice, be it private or public,
has been proven to drive reform in our
Nation’s schools. Why? Because com-
petition breeds reform. How can a
school be expected to rise above medi-
ocrity if it is not challenged? In my
opinion a lack of competition breeds
mediocrity.

If you look around us today, I will
bet you that everyone here has sought
out the best schools for our children.
Many of us are fortunate, and can af-
ford a move to a better school district,
or can send our children to private
schools. I bet that most lobbyists, in-
cluding those for the National Edu-
cation Association, in Washington, DC,
send their children to private schools.
However, many in our country are not
as fortunate. How can we idly sit by
and abandon children in failing
schools?

This amendment will help those who
cannot afford to send their children to
private schools and cannot afford to
move to a better school district.

A study by Harvard researchers found
that students who stayed in a voucher
program for 3 or 4 years registered
reading scores 3 to 5 percentile points
higher and math scores 5 to 11 per-
centile points higher than a public
school control group.

A study on the Milwaukee choice
program found that scholarship recipi-
ents experience a 1.5 to 2.3 percentile
point gain over their peers in math for
each year spent in a private school.

Studies of private school choice pro-
grams in both Washington, DC, and
Dayton, OH, found that black students
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who switched from public to private
schools experienced an overall test
score gain of 3.3 percentile points the
first year, and 6.3 percentile points the
second year over the control group.

If this trend continues, the research-
ers contend that the achievement gap
in reading and math between white and
minority students would be eliminated.

Isn’t this what everyone here wants:
to have all students excel? Do we not
want our nation’s students to prove
that they can do as well or better than
their counterparts worldwide?

Test results released last year on the
National Assessment for Educational
Progress, and the International Math
and Science Survey, showed that chil-
dren who attend private and parochial
schools scored higher than their coun-
terparts in public school.

Students in private and parochial
schools did better. It is as simple as
that. Why then would we not allow
low-income students who attend chron-
ically failing schools a chance to at-
tend schools that have proven time and
again that they can and do increase
student achievement?

Parents strongly support public
school choice; and yes, even vouchers.
A recent poll done by the National
Education Association (NEA) found
that 63 percent of parents polled fa-
vored legislation that would provide
parents with tuition vouchers of $1,500
a year to send their children to any
public, private, or charter school. I ask
my colleagues, what parent would not
want to be given a chance to send their
child to a better, higher performing
school?

I have had conversations with public
school superintendents, principals, and
teachers who support vouchers. Yes,
they support them. But, they are afraid
of stating their support publicly be-
cause of the teacher unions.

In fact, public school teachers send
their own children to private schools at
a higher rate than the general popu-
lation. In Cleveland 39.7 percent of the
public-school teachers living in the
city sent at least one child to a private
school. The average rate for mnon-
teacher families was 25.2 percent. Here
in Washington, DC, 28.2 percent of pub-
lic school teachers send their children
to private schools versus 19.7 percent of
the general population. And finally, in
Boston, 44.6 percent of public teachers
send their children to private schools,
versus 28.9 percent of all parents.

It is not surprising that private orga-
nizations have initiated private school
voucher programs and have had an un-
believable response. For example, the
Children’s Scholarship Fund offered
40,000 vouchers to similar students in
cities across the United States. They
received 1.25 million applicants. In Bal-
timore alone 67 percent of the eligible
student pool applied for one of these
vouchers.

One of the reasons for this response
is simple: parents are seeing the results
that private schools have on test re-
sults and want their child to receive
that same education.
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However, the results from intro-
ducing vouchers in areas where public
schools are failing our students are not
only academic. Yes, test results have
increased, but so have high school com-
pletion rates, college attendance rates,
and parental satisfaction. In addition,
students in private schools are better
disciplined and feel safer in their
school.

The Federal Government already pro-
vides a type of voucher to low- to mid-
dle-income students with the Pell
grant program. Pell grants are given to
students to attend any college or uni-
versity that they want; be it public,
private, or parochial. The Federal Gov-
ernment has supported this, and as a
result the American higher education
system is the envy of the world.

How is a Pell grant any different
than a voucher for elementary or sec-
ondary school?

I am not here today to attack our
public schools. In most places, includ-
ing my own state, our public schools
are doing an outstanding job. But, in
some places they are not. Some schools
are simply failing to educate the chil-
dren who attend them.

Vouchers not only help students
leave these failing schools, but also
help to foster change in the schools
they are leaving. Principals, teachers
and superintendents do not want to
have failing schools. They want their
school to produce smart and productive
children.

In fact, with the introduction of the
A+ program in Florida, failing schools
did improve. Schools given a D or F im-
proved by implementing longer school
days, providing additional teacher
training and professional development
opportunities, and creating special pro-
grams to improve math and reading
skills for at-risk students.

This is what I want to see happening
nationwide. I want to see our public
schools improve; to prove to us that
they can teach our students just as
well, if not Dbetter, than private
schools.

I believe that this legislation pro-
vides the assistance that many public
schools need to foster these changes
and improvements. But I also believe
that this amendment is a necessary
part of this legislation. This amend-
ment ensures that students in school
districts that are struggling to improve
student achievement will be given a
chance to attend a school that does im-
prove achievement.

I hope that my colleagues will sup-
port this amendment, and support chil-
dren in failing schools receive a better
education.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
because there are other Senators desir-
ing to speak on this, I can do this in
less than 5 minutes. An awful lot has
been said.

I was listening to my colleague from
Nevada, and I thought I might say at
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the beginning, in terms of my back-
ground, all of our children went to pub-
lic schools. My wife Sheila worked at
the library of the high school. I think
this reminds me of a debate I was in-
volved in with Senator HATCH from
Utah when I first came to the Senate,
a sharp debate, but done with some
friendliness and a twinkle in our eye.

I said to Senator HATCH, if Demo-
crats and Republicans in the Senate
could say to me as a Senator from Min-
nesota, we have lived up to our com-
mitment to leaving no child behind—I
have heard so much about leaving no
child behind: We have fully funded pre-
kindergarten education so every child
in America comes to Kkindergarten
ready to learn—that is where the Fed-
eral Government could be a real player;
we have fully funded the title I pro-
gram for children from disadvantaged
backgrounds. We have lived up to our
commitment to fund the IDEA pro-
gram for children with special needs;
We have voted for smaller class size
and voted to get more teachers, good
teachers into teaching, to join many
good teachers who are teaching; we
have voted for there to be an invest-
ment of money to rebuild crumbling
schools because crumbling schools tell
the children we don’t give a damn; we
have voted for resources for support
services so there are counselors and
teacher assistance and to help kids in
reading; We have done it all, and none
of it has worked; We have made our
commitment to public education, and
it has not worked; at that point in
time, I might be the first person to em-
brace vouchers. But we have not done
any of that. It is for that reason alone
that I vigorously oppose this amend-
ment introduced by the Senator from
New Hampshire.

Second, in my understanding in this
proposal—by the way, the exclusive
private schools cost a lot—I don’t know
how it is that low-income children are
going to be able to afford this, even
with the help they get here. This is
fantasy land to believe that is the case.

There is not a requirement to accept
children, for example, who have special
needs. If that is the case, and I believe
it is, I oppose this amendment for that
reason alone. I do not support public
money that is not linked to making
sure that every child will be able to
benefit, including children with special
needs. I have made my case.

One other point. This bill is called
BEST. This piece of legislation in its
present form so far, beyond testing
every child at every grade from grade
3,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and telling every school
district in every State they have to do
it, I see no guarantee anywhere in this
legislation that provides any resources
to make sure every child will have the
same opportunity to learn. I don’t see
it in this legislation. I don’t see it. It
didn’t happen last week with the trig-
ger amendment on title 1. I am not
aware of any agreement with the ad-
ministration. This is putting the cart
ahead of the horse, talking about
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vouchers, without making the commit-
ment to public education.

The tragedy is we have plenty of
issues in our States, huge disparities of
resources between children in more af-
fluent districts and districts less afflu-
ent, States that could do better with
surpluses, and Minnesota is an exam-
ple. I cannot believe we are not making
more of an investment in education in
our own State. But at the Federal
level, Senators, we have not even come
close to matching the words we speak
with the action we are taking. We have
not lived up to our commitment to
leaving no child behind, which I have
said a million times, cannot be accom-
plished on a tin-cup education budget.
That is all we have.

Until we make the commitment to
invest in the skills and intellect and
character of all children in our coun-
try—and it starts with education,
which is the foundation of oppor-
tunity—I could never support this
voucher proposal. I hope it is defeated.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Massachusetts is recognized.

————
GLOBAL WARMING

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, yes-
terday President Bush, in the Rose
Garden, conducted a ceremony in
which he addressed the question of
global warming and our environment.
There are many issues on the table, ob-
viously, as the President meets in Eu-
rope. I don’t want to discuss those
issues now because the President is
abroad, and I think that would not be
appropriate.

However, it is appropriate, because
the President spoke yesterday about
the subject of global warming, and I
think it is important to respond to his
comments.

Regrettably—I say this with an enor-
mous sense of lost opportunity—the
President did not offer our Nation any
specific policy as to how he now plans
to address some of the basic funda-
mental, easily acceptable concepts
with respect to global warming. The
President did accept science at the be-
ginning of his comments, but at the
end of his comments again he raised
questions about the science, which
seems to be the good cop/bad cop aspect
of the comments the administration is
making with respect to this issue.

The President essentially called for
more study and said his administration
is currently engaged in a review. Most
who have been involved in this issue
for 10 years or more and who have ac-
cepted the science understand there are
a clear set of priorities that do not re-
quire a study that effective leadership
could immediately move to put into
place without an economic downside
but with an enormous positive upside
for our country and for the globe. More
study is good. I am not suggesting
there are not elements of this issue
where we don’t have an enormous
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amount of science to still develop. I
will talk about that in a moment.

In any system as complex as global
climate change, there are uncertain-
ties. Obviously, we have to continue re-
search. However, we will find, I am
confident, as the National Academy of
Sciences warned last week, that the
longer we go without taking the sim-
ple, clearly definable steps that there
is consensus on among most people
who have seriously studied this issue,
the more we procrastinate, then the
danger is even greater in the long term
than we currently understand it to be.

I think it is important to note, there
is no way to study yourself out of this
problem. Second, even as the President
claims what they are doing is simply
reviewing the bidding and making sort
of a further analysis of what the op-
tions are, even as they claim that, the
fact is the President is taking precipi-
tous and potentially dangerous and
clearly counterproductive steps that
will have enormous long-term implica-
tions for America’s ability to resolve
the challenge of climate change.

To underscore this point, the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, at the re-
quest of the White House, issued a re-
port last week assessing our under-
standing of climate change. In addition
to reaffirming the scientific consensus
that climate change is underway and
getting worse, the National Academy
of Sciences made an extraordinarily
relevant observation:

National policy decisions made now and in
the long-term future will influence the ex-
tent of any damage suffered by vulnerable
human populations and ecosystems later in
this century.

Indeed, since the earliest days of the
administration, the President has
made a series of policy decisions that
will profoundly impact our ability to
protect the global environment, all the
while purporting to be simply studying
the issue.

So it is really clear that while the
President says they are going to study
it, that he has asked for his Cabinet re-
view, and while the President says
there are certain unknowns that im-
pact the choices we will make, the
President is not neutral in the choices
he is making which will have a long-
term impact on the choices with which
we are left with respect to this issue.

Specifically, while the administra-
tion claims to be studying the issue,
the President has repeatedly ques-
tioned the underlying science of cli-
mate change and attempted to reignite
the debate over whether the threat is
real. This was done despite the fact of
the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change, a scientific panel found-
ed at the behest of his own father; de-
spite earlier assessments by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences; and de-
spite some top government and univer-
sity researchers in this Nation; and de-
spite personal statements of concern
from researchers around the country.

Let me just refer to today’s New
York Times where there is an article
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that says, ‘“Warming Threat Requires
Action Now, Scientists Say.” I will
just read very quickly:

Indeed, to many experts embroiled in the
climate debate, the question of how much
warming is too much—which has been at the
center of international climate negotiations
for a decade—now constitutes a red herring.
They say it is more important to start from
the point of widest agreement—that rising
concentrations of heat-trapping gases are
warming the atmosphere, and that adding a
lot more is probably a bad idea. The next
step, they say, is to adopt policies that will
soon flatten the rising arc on graphs of glob-
al emissions while also pursuing more re-
search to clarify the risks.

Many note that recent studies suggest a
fairly high risk of significant ecological
harm from a global temperature rise of less
than 1 degree Fahrenheit and of substantial
coastal flooding and agricultural disruption
if temperatures rise more than 4 or 5 degrees
in the new century.

Global temperatures have risen 1 degree
Fahrenheit in the last 50 years; since the last
Ice Age, they have risen about 9 degrees.

The risks are clear enough to justify some
investments now in emissions controls, they
say.

They say that the general quandary is no
different from the kind faced by town offi-
cials who must judge how much road salt to
buy based on uncertain long-term winter
weather forecasts, or by countries deciding
whether to invest in a missile defense system
that might not ever have to shoot down a
missile.

“It’s silly to expect that we can resolve
what the future is going to be,” said Dr.
Roger A. Pielke Jr., a mathematician and
political scientist at the National Center for
Atmospheric Research in Boulder, Colo.
“That’s like trying to do economic policy by
asking competing economists what level the
stock market is going to be at 20 years from
now.”’

Yesterday, I was in Boston with a
number of extraordinary scientists,
among them the Nobel laureate who
helped discover the ozone hole, Dr. Jim
McCarthy, a professor of biology at
Harvard University, and a member of
the IPCC working group. He said, imag-
ine yourself as a parent and somebody
says to you as a parent: Look, there is
a b0-percent chance that your child is
going to get cancer from the water he
or she has been drinking. But if your
child takes this medicine, we know we
can reduce the risk. If you don’t take
the medicine, perhaps your child is
going to get the cancer.

Most parents in this country will
make the judgment immediately: I
want the medicine for my child.

That is exactly the kind of analogy
we face today with respect to global
warming. We are being told what the
probabilities are, about what the con-
sequences will be. We are being told if
we take certain actions, we can miti-
gate it. And we know to a certainty if
we do not take those actions, we run
the risk that we could wind up with a
completely irreversible equation.

We are not talking about something
you can suddenly jump in on at some
stage later and necessarily remediate—
unless, of course, there may be some
extraordinary discovery about how you
take out of the atmosphere what we
are putting into it. But as of this mo-
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ment, that remains the most per-
plexing and complex of solutions at
which scientists are looking.

It is far easier and far more attain-
able to take measures now to try to re-
duce the level of emissions that we put
into the atmosphere and to
premitigate, to take the opportunity to
reduce and not even do the damage we
will do in the first place.

The reason this is particularly com-
pelling is very simple. We know the
progressive possibilities, and we recog-
nize there is sort of a law of safety, if
you will; sort of a prudent person prin-
ciple that you would put in place in
order to try to avoid a disaster that
you may not have any capacity to undo
at some point in the future.

We may never know the exact rate of
change or the specific impacts and pre-
cise human contribution until it is too
late to do anything about it. The
changes we are causing in the atmos-
phere, raising atmospheric greenhouse
gas concentrations to levels unseen in
over 400,000 years, is simply unprece-
dented. Those who demand that we
wait for absolute certainty, starting
with the President, should explain how
they will reverse the damage that we
have caused, how our environment can
be made whole again once we have pol-
luted the atmosphere in such a sub-
stantial and fundamental way.

Rather than asking us the question,
how do you know what the damage will
be, when you know that you will create
damage, we should be asking them the
question, how can you guarantee us
that it will not cause the worst sce-
nario that is being predicted. It seems
to me the precautionary principle de-
mands we take some kind of actions.

Furthermore, while the administra-
tion claims to be only studying the
issue, the President has actually re-
versed the campaign pledge and an-
nounced a newfound opposition to cap-
ping carbon pollution from power
plants, which is the source of one-third
of our greenhouse gas emissions.

The idea of a four-pollutant power
plant bill has been a bipartisan effort
in the Congress. It has industry sup-
port. It remains one of our most prom-
ising proposals to move ahead in cli-
mate change. But it was rejected out of
hand by the President only weeks after
entering office.

That is not a neutral position. That
is not merely studying. That is taking
a proactive negative position that has
an impact on global climate change.

Further, while the administration
claims to be only studying the issue,
the President declared the Kyoto Pro-
tocol on climate change to be dead, and
still calls the agreement fatally flawed.
That is not only studying the issue;
that is not a neutral action.

That has a profoundly negative im-
pact on global efforts to try to deal
with climate change. Whatever one
thinks of the substance of the Kyoto
Protocol, it is self-evident that the
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President’s outright rejection of the
protocol so quickly with little expla-
nation and with little international
consultation, and apparently little con-
sidered analysis, was a mistake.

Is the protocol flawed? Yes. Is it fa-
tally flawed? That depends entirely on
the willingness of an administration to
lead and to fix it.

The President in his Rose Garden
statement yesterday referred to the 95—
0 vote of the Senate on the Byrd-Hagel
amendment as a rationale to say the
Senate, as a whole, doesn’t believe in
this treaty. I was the floor manager on
our side for that amendment. I know
precisely what the intent was, at least
on our side of the aisle, in adopting
that amendment. It wasn’t that the
treaty was so flawed that it couldn’t
ultimately be made whole and become
the instrument which we could ratify
with amendment, with further nur-
turing and with future leadership. We
were suggesting that, indeed, it would
be wrong to do it without the less de-
veloped nations also participating.

The Clinton administration set out
over the course of the last 2 years to
work with these less developed nations
to bring them into the process. That is
the unfinished task of the Kyoto Pro-
tocol. But it should not allow some-
body to define the protocol as auto-
matically dead as a consequence of
that kind of deficiency.

In the 17 years I have been in the
Congress, and the many years many
others have been here longer, there
have been countless numbers of trea-
ties that have come to us that we have
remedied, that we have put amend-
ments to, and that we have gone back
and renegotiated on in order to guar-
antee they meet our concerns.

This protocol is the product of the
work of 160 nations. It is a decade of
work. It deserves better than to simply
be cast aside by a unilateral action of
the United States, particularly in view
of the fact that it represents, ulti-
mately, the format on which we are
going to have to agree, which is an
international agreement to have a
mandatory goal which we are going to
try to reach together in order to deal
with this issue.

While the administration claims to
be only studying the issue, the Presi-
dent has proposed a budget to us that
slashes Federal support for clean en-
ergy technologies, which are a vital
component of any plan to mitigate cli-
mate change.

The President’s budget cuts funding
in almost every efficiency program at
the Department of Energy, including
cuts to appliances, buildings, instru-
ments, and transportation. It cuts sup-
port for renewable energy from wind,
solar, geothermal, and biomass by
about 50 percent—a 50-percent cut.
That is not a mere study.

That is a negative action that will
have a profound negative impact on the
ability of our country to be a willing
global leader in developing the tech-
nologies and in showing the world our
seriousness of purpose in this endeavor.
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While the administration claims to
be only studying the issue, the Presi-
dent issued an energy plan that by his
own acknowledgment does not consider
the threat of global climate change. It
resurrects an energy policy better suit-
ed for the 1970s than the year 2000 and
the new millennium. It does more to
set limits on America’s ability to inno-
vate than it does to inspire the techno-
logical advances that can help our
economy and our environment.

By one estimate, the President’s
budget and efforts will increase our
greenhouse gas pollution by as much as
35 percent. That is not a neutral, mere
study. That is a negative action that
will have profound Ilong-term con-
sequences.

Let me read again the crucial obser-
vation by the National Academy of
Sciences. They said:

National policy decisions made now and in
the longer term future will influence the ex-
tent of any damage suffered by vulnerable
human populations and ecosystems later in
the century.

With all due respect, I think the
President has acted and is acting on
the issue of climate change in a coun-
terproductive way. I urge him to take
the time to reevaluate that budget and
to assist us in setting this country on
a course of leadership that will help us
to prove our bona fides with respect to
this issue.

None of us who argue for action are
going to suggest that we have all the
answers to what is going to happen in
the long run. We recognize there are
complex environmental, economic, sci-
entific, and diplomatic challenges. But
I do know that we need American lead-
ership in order to convince the people
we have been working with for the last
10 years that we are, indeed, serious
about this issue.

One of the principal reasons we have
been unable to bring the less developed
countries into this process is because
they do not trust us. They do not be-
lieve we are serious about this. In the
meetings in Buenos Aires, and in the
meetings in The Hague most recently,
one could not just hear but you could
feel the growing anger at the United
States for the level of our emissions;
and, then, of course, the lack of action
that we have taken to try to deal with
this challenge.

I simply remind my colleagues that
all of the prophecies of a damaging im-
pact on our economy need to be meas-
ured against what a lot of big busi-
nesses in our country are already
doing. British Petroleum will reduce
voluntarily its emissions to 10 percent
below the 1990 levels by the year 2010.
Polaroid will cut its emissions to 20
percent below the 1994 levels by 2005.
Johnson & Johnson will reduce its
emissions to 7 percent below the 1990
levels by 2010. IBM will cut emissions
by 4 percent each year until 2004 based
on 1994 emissions. Shell International,
DuPont, and others, have made similar
commitments. But the predictions of
economic calamity from entrenched
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polluters are simply not credible when
you measure them against the accom-
plishment of these particular compa-
nies.

The problem is that only a small uni-
verse of these companies have been
willing to adopt any kind of voluntary
effort. We applaud their leadership.
That is the kind of good corporate citi-
zenship that makes an enormous dif-
ference.

The lesson of the last 10 years is you
have to have a mandatory structure
and a mandatory goal. You can have
all kinds of flexible mechanisms. You
can use the marketplace in countless
numbers of ways to encourage different
kinds of behavior. Indeed, we should
ask the corporate community to come
to the table in ways that they haven’t
been invited previously and ask them
to be part of helping us define the least
cost, least intrusive, most efficient
ways of dealing with this issue. But un-
less we set that kind of goal, we are
not going to have the credibility to
create the framework within which you
bring the less developed nations into
our fold.

Our country has proven its remark-
able capacity when challenged to be
able to apply the entrepreneurial skill
and the remarkable entrepreneurial
spirit of our Nation to accomplishing
almost any task. We did that in the
measure of World War II when we need-
ed to pursue the Manhattan project
and developed the atom bomb itself.
We have done it in countless other
ways. It is when we unleash our tech-
nological capacity that we are at our
best. But many times we have to excite
the private capital movement to some
of those areas by creating the incen-
tives or by encouraging that capital to
move those ways. When you slash your
budget significantly in ways that re-
duces that technological organization,
you send a counterproductive message
to the capital markets which diminish
the ability of that spirit to take hold.

I believe we should summon our en-
ergy to the effort of challenging our
country to, in a sense, view this as sort
of a new mission to the Moon, that this
should be our effort, that we are going
to do the following in the following pe-
riod of time. We can achieve that by
cutting emissions at home. We can
commit to drafting an international
agreement that is based on these man-
datory caps. We can find all kinds of
ways to excite achievement to create
hybrid cars, alternative fuels, renew-
able energy, and I think in the end that
would be beneficial for all of us.

While the protocol that was created
in Kyoto is incomplete, it also rep-
resents a remarkable process because it
created this mandatory structure. I
think most of us would be willing to
acknowledge that there is still room
for compromise; that we could find the
ways through the emissions trading
and through the definition of the car-
bon sinks and other things to be able
to come to a final solution with respect
to it.
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But we have wasted the past decade
in a political impasse, and we have
failed to do what I think we know how
to do best. If we do pursue what I just
talked about—providing the economic
incentives for the development and
proliferation of solar, wind, biomass,
hydrogen, and other clean tech-
nologies—then we can carry a new mes-
sage to the rest of the world that takes
away the regressive record of the last
years and reasserts a kind of credi-
bility that is important to the negoti-
ating process.

I might add, everyone should under-
stand this is not just about global
warming. People are always talking
about the confrontation between the
environment and the economy. But the
fact is, we can create tens of thousands
of jobs pursuing these alternatives. In
addition to that, we would have wide-
ranging domestic benefits, including
reduced local air and water pollution,
preventing respiratory and other ill-
nesses. All you have to do is look at
the incidence of child respiratory dis-
ease in our country, the increase in the
incidence of asthma, including in
adults, the remarkable increase in our
hospital costs as a consequence of air
pollution- and water pollution-carried
diseases and illnesses.

We would lessen our dependence on
imported oil. We would lessen the pres-
sure to exploit our own natural lands.
We would create markets for farmers.
We would grow jobs and exports in the
energy sector. We would enhance our
overall economic strength by strength-
ening our technological sector. And we
would ultimately strengthen our na-
tional security as a consequence of
these measures.

Those are not small accomplish-
ments, let alone what we would accom-
plish with respect to global warming.
So we have a challenge in front of us.
We need to recognize we have been
going backwards. We are at 1980 levels
in automobiles because of the loophole
on SUVs. There are countless numbers
of things we could do on building effi-
ciencies in America, countless numbers
of things we could do for various en-
gines and air-conditioners, and other
emitters of greenhouse gases, if we
were to try to apply the technological
capacity of our country to that endeav-
or.

So my hope is this administration
will recognize the energy study done 2
years ago which said that if we were to
try to implement what we know we can
do today—what IBM, Polaroid, and
these other companies are doing
today—we could, in fact, do so in a way
that is completely neutral to our econ-
omy. We could have the upside of gains
on addressing global warming while
having the upside on our economy.

We should begin with steps that ben-
efit the environment and the economy
and are technologically achievable
today. We can and should increase the

efficiency of automobiles, homes,
buildings, appliances and manufac-
turing.
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The efficiency of the average Amer-
ican passenger vehicle has been declin-
ing since 1987 and is now at its lowest
since 1980. That is unacceptable. Our
cars and trucks could and should be in-
creasingly more efficient not less effi-
cient. Despite doubling auto efficiency
since 1975, we are actually now back-
sliding. It is time to update national
standards for vehicle efficiency. It is
time to get more efficient gasoline,
diesel, natural gas, hybrid and fuel cell
vehicles off the drawing board and onto
America’s highways. We can do it. We
are doing it. Hybrids, once considered
exotic, are on the market today get-
ting 50 miles to a gallon.

We can improve the efficiency of resi-
dent and commercial buildings. I am a
cosponsor of the Energy Efficient
Buildings Incentives Act. It is a bipar-
tisan proposal to provide tax incentives
for efficiency improvements in new and
existing buildings. Once implemented
it would cut carbon emissions by over
50 million metric tons per year by 2010
and provide a direct economic savings
that will exceed $40 billion.

We can strengthen efficiency stand-
ards for clothes washers, refrigerators,
heat pumps, air conditioners and other
appliances. Standards issued in 1997
and earlier this year by the Depart-
ment of Energy must be fully and effec-
tively implemented. The net energy
savings to the nation will be $27 billion
by 2030. The environmental benefits in-
clude a reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions equal to taking more than 14
million cars off the road.

We must push the deployment of do-
mestic, reliable and renewable energy
from wind, solar, biomass and geo-
thermal by creating markets and pro-
viding financial incentives. Today,
California gets 12 percent of its energy
from renewable energy while the rest
of the country gets less than 2 percent
of its electricity from renewable en-
ergy. We need to do a better job. Our
nation has great potential for wind
power—not only in states like North
Dakota, South Dakota or Iowa but also
in coastal states like Massachusetts.
Planning is underway for an offshore
wind farm off the coast of Massachu-
setts that will be generating as much
as 400 megawatts of power—enough to
power 400,000 homes.

We have only begun to tap the poten-
tial of geothermal in Western states
and biomass, which can produce energy
from farm crops, forest products and
waste. But to seize this potential we
must create the markets and financial
incentives that will draw investment,
invention and entrepreneurship. Unfor-
tunately, America is falling behind.
One of the challenges in wind develop-
ment is long delays in purchasing
equipment from European suppliers
who have the best technologies but
also long delays because of rapidly
growing demand. I believe American
companies should be the technological
leaders supplying American projects—
instead it’s European firms. We must
create the market and the incentives
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for these technologies and let Amer-
ica’s entrepreneurs meet the demand.

Finally, we must look to the long
term. If we are ever to convince the de-
veloping world that there is a better
way, we must create that better way.
To do so, we must invest in solving this
problem with the same urgency that
we have invested in space exploration,
military technology and other national
priorities. For too long our invest-
ments have been scatter shot and poor-
ly coordinated—and lacked the inten-
sity we need. We need a single effort,
with strong Ileadership, that inves-
tigates how we meet this challenge and
sets a path for a sustainable future.

If we do this, if we act early and in-
vest in the future, I am confident our
investment will be rewarded. It will
bolster our economy, make us more en-
ergy independent, protect the public
health and strengthen our national se-
curity. Unlike today, America will be
the leader in clean energy technologies
and we will export them to the world.
As America has throughout our his-
tory, we will lead in finding a global
solution—and we will protect the glob-
al environment for generations to
come.

That is the challenge. I hope the Sen-
ate and House will show leadership in
engaging in that effort.

I thank the Chair and I thank every-
body else in delaying a little bit. I
yield the floor.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, at 1:04 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. NELSON of Florida).

————

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STU-
DENTS AND TEACHERS ACT—Con-
tinued

AMENDMENT NO. 536

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Con-
necticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from New Hampshire.

I rise this afternoon to express my
support for the amendment offered by
my colleague from New Hampshire
which would create a Federal private
school choice demonstration project.
This amendment closely tracks choice
proposals that I have cosponsored my-
self, both with Senator GREGG and, be-
fore him, with Senator Coats of Indi-
ana.

This is an experimental program. It
is designed to test an idea that can
help some of our children get a better
education. It is focused exclusively on
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low-income families. It does not take
any money that otherwise would go to
our public schools, and it includes a
strong evaluation component to deter-
mine what impact this program has
both on academic achievement of par-
ticipating students and on the public
schools they leave behind.

It constructively answers a question
that in too many places has gone unan-
swered for too long; namely, the ques-
tion that parents have asked me—and I
am sure others in this Chamber—par-
ents whose children are trapped in fail-
ing public schools and yet who cannot
afford to send them to a nonpublic
school that the parents are confident
would be better for their children.

How do we answer that question?
How do we justify telling them to wait
for their public schools to improve
when their children may well be grown
up or certainly have moved along in
the school system by then, and particu-
larly when other parents who can af-
ford to do so are taking their children
out of similar public schools?

Those are questions policymakers
and politicians and educators around
the country have been struggling with
for some time. The struggle is a real
one. It is based on conflicting values,
each of them strong and good, and con-
flicting loyalties, if you will. We share
a common devotion to our public
schools and the ideal of equal oppor-
tunity that they have made real for so
many tens of millions of American citi-
zens. But we also realize, as the under-
lying bill we are debating now ac-
knowledges, that too many of our pub-
lic schools, particularly in low-income
areas, have not been realizing the
promise of equal opportunity, that that
promise has become effectively hollow.

On the one hand, we obviously can-
not and will not abandon those public
schools and certainly not abandon pub-
lic education in general because it is
the great democratizing force in Amer-
ican history. It is the great ladder up
in American life. The public schools
will always be the primary source of
learning for most of our children.

We also don’t want to abandon those
disadvantaged children trapped in
schools that their parents conclude are
not adequately educating them and
thereby sacrifice their hopes for a bet-
ter life for their children to our vision
of an idealized world.

The answer ultimately is, of course,
to make our public schools better.
That, as I will state in a moment, is
the purpose of the underlying bill. I
have struggled with the question and
the dilemma, the question that parents
have asked, for a long period of time. I
have talked to many parents, visited
many public schools in Connecticut
where a lot of extraordinary good work
and reform is going on. I have also
talked with parents of children in
schools where the kids are not receiv-
ing the education the parents believe
they deserve and need. And those par-
ents want to take their children and
put them in a nonpublic school. I vis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ited many of the nonpublic schools,
particularly in Connecticut—those run
by the Roman Catholic diocese in our
State; they are run in some of Con-
necticut’s poorest neighborhoods—ac-
cepting children. In many cases, most
of the kids are not Catholic. The par-
ents are very satisfied with the quality
of education those children are receiv-
ing.

After all that inquiry, I decided—this
goes back years ago—that school
choice is a reform idea worth testing
on a larger stage but not the one an-
swer to all of our educational chal-
lenges and shortcomings. There is no
one answer. This is an idea worth test-
ing. That is when I began working with
Senator Coats to develop a national
demonstration project very similar—
almost exactly similar—to that pro-
posed in the amendment Senator
GREGG has introduced today.

It was my belief then, and still is my
belief, that we have an obligation to
try everything we can to improve edu-
cational opportunities for all of our
children, to never refuse to open a sin-
gle door behind which there may be a
constructive answer that will help us
better educate all of America’s chil-
dren.

The growing national demand for
choice has, I believe, helped to awaken
us to the educational crisis that has
been plaguing our poorest urban and
rural neighborhoods. We have watched
the standards movement take off in
States around the country and listened
to Governors and reformers of both
parties demand accountability for re-
sults, saying we can no longer tolerate
failure in our attempts to educate our
children.

We have been heartened by the aca-
demic achievement gains made in com-
munities all across America. I think of
Chicago and Hartford and districts
throughout America that were once de-
clared educational disaster areas and
today are beacons of hope for the fu-
ture of our children.

Now we in this body are considering
the most sweeping Federal education
reform plan in a generation. This has
taken on the challenge of ending what
the President has called ‘‘the soft big-
otry of low expectations’ and closing
the achievement gap into which too
many poor minority children are fall-
ing. Part of what makes the reform
plan in the underlying bill so encour-
aging is that it provides a series of
strong answers to that same tough
question I am sure many of my col-
leagues have heard from parents of
children in public schools that they be-
lieve are not adequately answering it.

This bill provides answers to that
question because it will force districts
to take bold steps to turn around fail-
ing schools, including radically recon-
stituting them, converting them into
charter schools or, in the worst cases,
actually closing them down and open-
ing them as new schools. It will signifi-
cantly expand the options for poor par-
ents within the public school frame-
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work, guaranteeing that their children
can transfer to higher performing pub-
lic schools and providing them with
transportation assistance to make that
choice meaningful.

For those children who do not or can-
not leave a failing school, this bill
gives their parents the right to demand
outside tutorial or supplemental serv-
ices to ensure that their children are
not being left behind.

The amendment Senator GREGG has
offered would offer yet another option
in the communities across America
chosen to carry out this demonstration
project for parents of children in
schools that are failing. The fact is
that all of the reforms I have described
that are in the underlying bill before
us are going to take some time to yield
results. I am very optimistic about
them. But even at the best, we have to
be restless and unsatisfied in our con-
tinuing pursuit of a better education
for our children. The truth is, the jour-
ney to a better education for all of
America’s children has no final des-
tination point; it will go on and on and
on.

That is why I support the idea em-
bodied in Senator GREGG’s amendment
which will test the school choice con-
cept in a way that can benefit all of us
who care about our children’s edu-
cation and at the same time provide a
short-term educational lifeline for chil-
dren involved in this demonstration
program who are trapped in a school
that is found to be failing, according to
the accountability provisions of this
underlying ESEA reform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have an ad-
ditional moment to finish my state-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
understand there is no guarantee that
if this amendment were adopted, the
projects authorized under it would suc-
ceed. But that is the very point of the
amendment. It is a test. It is saying
that we are restless and unafraid in
pursuit of the best education for each
of America’s children.

In fact, the research about the lim-
ited voucher programs that exist in cit-
ies across America today, such as in
Milwaukee and Cleveland, is as con-
troversial, in some ways, as the pro-
grams themselves. Some of the evi-
dence is promising, suggesting that pri-
vate school choice could improve
achievement and drive change in the
local public schools. And the fact that
so much research is in dispute itself is
an argument for a larger experiment, a
national experiment, fully evaluated
and reported on to provide us with bet-
ter facts, better information, to make
more informed judgments as we con-
tinue tirelessly, fearlessly, to explore
every avenue to a better education for
each and every one of America’s chil-
dren.
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Mr. President, I will support the
Gregg amendment.

I thank the Chair and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GREGG. I yield 7 minutes to the
Senator from Arizona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President.

I appreciate the remarks of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut. I agree with
him that it is time for this amendment
to have a test. In fact, I think the vote
on this amendment will tell the Amer-
ican people whether we are really seri-
ous about reforming education, which
is what this legislation really ought to
be all about.

I also think it is about which special
interests are most exercised. Until
now, with only a few exceptions, the
amendments to this bill approved by
the Senate have increased spending and
authorized new spending programs.
These are the same measures that have
produced generations of less-educated
Americans. ‘‘After spending $125 billion
. .. over 25 years, we have virtually
nothing to show for it.” That is a
quotation from Secretary Paige. It is
what he said when he saw new data
showing that 60 percent of our poor
fourth graders are still essentially un-
able to read.

During this debate, the Senate voted
to shovel billions of dollars more of
taxpayers’ money into this failed ef-
fort. At last count, measuring spending
just on this bill, from last year, $17 bil-
lion spent to approximately $38 billion,
it is well over a 100-percent increase. 1
think this is the context in which we
should consider the amendment of the
Senator from New Hampshire.

As pointed out by the Senator from
Connecticut, this amendment simply
establishes a demonstration program
which would allow only 10 localities in
3 States the opportunity to extend
school choice to low-income students
in failing schools. The cost is $50 mil-
lion a year.

Given the colossal spending increases
added to this bill over the last few
weeks, it is ironic that some still argue
that this amendment is denying needed
resources to public schools.

No, the opposition to this amend-
ment can only illustrate the truth of
George Will’s observation that ‘‘opposi-
tion to school choice is the most purely
reactionary cause in contemporary pol-
itics.”

This is not even a liberal versus con-
servative issue. Many distinguished
voices of American liberalism have
broken with the reactionary special in-
terests and embraced school choice.

The list includes—but is not limited
to—former Labor Secretary Robert
Reich, Pulitzer Prize-winning col-
umnist William Raspberry former Bal-
timore Mayor Kurt Schmoke, former
Congressman Floyd Flake, and the edi-
tors of the Washington Post.

Most of these thoughtful observers
deviated from liberal orthodoxy be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cause they realize that their doctrine
was hurting poor children.

President Bush has described literacy
as ‘‘the new civil right.” And he is
right. When we allow the most dis-
advantaged to be cheated out of a de-
cent education, we render the promise
of equal opportunity hollow.

School choice keeps that promise,
not just for the students who are able
to exercise choice, but for all the stu-
dents who attend schools in a commu-
nity where choice is widely exercised.

My home State of Arizona has been a
leader in the effort to provide parents
with additional choices in education.
Under the leadership of recently de-
parted Superintendent of Public In-
struction Lisa Graham Keegan, we
have instituted open enrollment, en-
acted the most liberal charter school
law in the country, and restructured
state education financing so that edu-
cation funds follow the student to the
institution of his or her choice.

One of the most interesting results is
that because families are now empow-
ered to exercise all these new options,
the traditional schools are working
harder to improve their performance.
In response to some new charter
schools, one district changed the cur-
ricula and other programs and took out
ads in the paper to tell parents about
efforts to improve upon its already
strong academic offerings.

But the competition that the new
charter schools created spurred them
to do even better. Who benefited? The
kids. And after all, isn’t that what this
is about?

It shouldn’t be surprising that im-
provements resulted when Arizona
began encouraging innovation by edu-
cators and providing more choice for
parents and students.

Our Nation has thrived because our
leading industries and institutions
have been challenged by constant pres-
sure to improve and innovate. The
source of that pressure is vigorous
competition among producers of a serv-
ice or good for the allegiance of their
potential consumers.

The alternative is monopoly, and a
system that maintains a captive clien-
tele by blocking all the exits, a system
within which attempts to provide such
an exit—even one so modest as that
contained in this amendment—are con-
sidered a deadly threat.

We all know that any politician who
crosses these reform foes can expect to
pay a price.

We all recall how our former col-
league Bill Bradley was pilloried in the
Democrat primaries for the heresy of
supporting proposals just like this one.

Senator Bradley tried to reason with
his critics:

Advocates of school choice say that . . . it
will create competition that will make the
public schools better,
he noted, before concluding:

You don’t know that unless you have a
test.

The die-hard choice opponents don’t
want to know. Or perhaps they already
do know.
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Recently, along with a number of my
colleagues, I had the opportunity to
hear from Howard Fuller, who served
as superintendent of schools in Mil-
waukee and helped implement that
city’s path-breaking choice program.

Dr. Fuller is a passionate and elo-
quent advocate for school choice. He
gets to the heart of the opposition
when he said:

Parents must be empowered to have their
aspirations for their children’s education
taken seriously by educators. A critical step
in that direction is when we give them the
capacity to exercise choice. I believe that
[currently] our educational systems are . . .
organized to protect the interests of those of
us who work in these systems, not the needs
and interests of the families we are supposed
to serve. . . .

When we vote on this amendment,
the Senate will decide: Is our purpose
to protect the special interests or is it
to protect the interests of American
students and their families?

The choice is clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I hope we
will consider seriously this pending
amendment and the implications.

To clarify some of the record in
terms of statistics that have been
thrown about during this debate, there
was mention on the floor early today
that 63 percent of the American people
support vouchers. The exact number is
63 percent support public school vouch-
ers. The implication that this is 63 per-
cent supporting vouchers to private
schools is not an accurate figure at all.

The national exit polls in November
showed by nearly an 80-percent margin
Americans prefer investments in public
schools to vouchers.

The State of California rejected its
voucher referendum 71-29. Latinos re-
jected it by a higher margin, 77-23.
Michigan rejected its voucher ref-
erendum 69-31. African Americans re-
jected it by a higher margin, 75-25. The
notion that this is a concept that is
supported by the American public or
that has gone on trial is not the case.

Normally, one might ask, what is
wrong with a demonstration program,
with a budget of multibillions of dol-
lars; why not take $560 million and put
it into a demonstration program to de-
termine whether or not something like
this works?

First of all, I suppose, only in Wash-
ington would a person consider $50 mil-
lion an insignificant amount of money.
Particularly when we are trying to get
funding for title I and special edu-
cation and a variety of other needs out
there, $60 million may make a signifi-
cant difference.

Putting aside the size of the amount
being asked for, this is not a new idea.
It is not an untested idea. Every place
it has been tested it has not worked.
Those are the facts.

States, counties, cities, have tried
vouchers. There is no research that
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voucher students outperform public
school students or that voucher pro-
grams improve public schools at all.
Instead, vouchers take scarce resources
from public schools that desperately
need them. Remember, as we debate
this issue, 55 million children went to
school in America today; 50 million
went to a public school; 5 million went
to a private or parochial school.

The idea that we will take every de-
siring public school student and put
them into the structures that accom-
modate private school students is ridic-
ulous on its face.

Although this is a pilot program,
there are those who would make this a
full-scale program if they could. This
is, of course, to get $560 million in the
door to demonstrate in a sense that we
ought to try this as a national scheme
and underwrite people’s desires to send
their children to private or parochial
schools. So the 50 million kids who are
going to schools need to know whether
or not we will be doing what we can to
improve the quality of public edu-
cation. That is where our primary re-
sponsibility is when it comes to ele-
mentary and secondary education
needs.

What will help public schools, in my
view, is not vouchers but better quali-
fied teachers, smaller class size, safe
and modern facilities, programs to in-
crease parental involvement, and more
afterschool programs. Even if every
available space in private schools were
filled by a transfer student from a pub-
lic school in America, only 4 percent of
the public school students would re-
ceive a voucher under the maximum
set of circumstances. Which 4 percent
will it be? Who makes that choice? It
will not be a kid who can be a bit of a
problem. Unlike a public school, a pri-
vate school can cherry-pick who they
want to have, who they don’t want to
have, who they want to reject, who
they like or don’t like. That is their
right. I never fault or suggest that a
private or parochial school ought to ac-
cept everyone who applies. So when
you are setting up a private school pro-
gram, many of which, by the way, cost
hundreds and hundreds of dollars—the
idea that somehow we are going to
have a meaningful voucher program for
some desperately poor black child
growing up in a ghetto somewhere to
go to the Taft School in Connecticut or
some private institution is foolish, in
my view. We are talking about a frac-
tion, even if you had a national pro-
gram here, a fraction of the students
who would qualify.

Vouchers do not even provide a
choice for many of the students who
are eligible for them. Unlike public
schools, private schools are not re-
quired to accept all students, nor is
there any evidence that the few stu-
dents who are able to use vouchers to
attend private schools outperform pub-
lic school peers. The most comprehen-
sive study of the first 5 years of the
Milwaukee voucher program showed no
achievement differences between
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voucher students and public school stu-
dents, not any after 5 years.

I ask for 2 additional minutes, if I
could.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. In fact, this is why I made
the statement I did at the outset. This
is not uncharted waters at all. Mr.
President, 30 years of research suggests
that when background conditions and
other factors are taken into account
there are no significant differences in
achievement between public and pri-
vate school students. Supporters of
vouchers also suggest that competition
from vouchers will improve public
schools; that competition will shake
out the bad schools.

I am all for business models in a lot
of areas, but education is not widgets.
The business model starts with a
premise that there are winners and los-
ers. An educational model that starts
with that premise is not consistent
with leaving no child behind. We can-
not afford for any school or any child
to be a loser. We cannot guarantee
there will be winners, but we ought to
be able to guarantee an equal oppor-
tunity to win. The idea that some are
just going to fail and that’s the way
life is is not the way we ought to be
dealing with elementary and secondary
educational needs.

I do not think we can afford for any
school or child to be a loser in Amer-
ica. Just as there is no reliable re-
search suggesting that voucher stu-
dents outperform their peers, there is
no reliable research that suggests that
voucher programs improve public
schools either. We know what does im-
prove them: additional resources, bet-
ter teachers, smaller class size, cur-
riculum, model schools. Those are the
things that make a difference. We do
not need a Federal demonstration pro-
gram to learn about voucher programs
or about what is necessary to improve
public schools. We already know that
we do not improve public schools by
draining away desperately needed re-
sources and undermining public sup-
port for those schools.

Mr. President, I urge our colleagues
to look at what the record has been on
this issue. It has been developed. It is
not new.

I have great respect for what private
and parochial schools do. They make a
significant contribution. But the idea
somehow we are going to fund two
school systems in America is unreal-
istic. We do not do a very good job at
the one we have. The idea somehow we
are going to underwrite two is terribly
naive and detracts from the resource
allocation we need in order to try to
make those schools that are in trouble
receive the kind of support they ought
to be getting.

For those reasons, I urge our col-
leagues to reject the Gregg amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am con-
cerned by some of the major distor-
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tions of fact that have occurred during
today’s debate. Some Senators have er-
roneously cited polling data to buoy
their claims that a majority of Ameri-
cans support school vouchers. A closer
look at some recent trends show other-
wise.

I have heard some of my colleagues
cite a National Education Association
poll suggesting that 63 percent of
Americans favor voucher programs.
That is just plain wrong. In fact, that
poll demonstrated that 63 percent of
Americans favor public school choice—
not voucher programs. There is a huge
distinction there, and I am surprised
that my colleagues are not a little
more cautious in discussing these two
very separate ideas. As we all know,
public school choice allows students
and parents the opportunity to partici-
pate in charter schools, magnet schools
or even just another public school in
the same district. Public school choice
does not involve private schools at all.
I should also point out that public
school choice has been strongly en-
dorsed in this bill, and I congratulate
the many hands who helped shape this
legislation to include a provision that
support public school choice programs.

In the 2000 election, two States over-
whelmingly rejected referendums on
funding voucher programs. Californians
rejected vouchers by 71-29 percent,
while Michigan voters rejected vouch-
ers by 69-31. Since some of my col-
leagues raised race as an issue in this
debate, I would also add that minori-
ties in both States rejected vouchers in
numbers that far exceed the aggregate
State totals. Wolverine State African
Americans, for example, voted against
the voucher referendum by a margin of
3-1.

The much-heralded Milwaukee
voucher program has also recently
come under scrutiny. Students partici-
pating in the public school’s SAGE pro-
gram—which includes smaller class
sizes, rigorous curriculum and assess-
ment, access to after school programs
and increased professional develop-
ment—have tested better than kids in
voucher programs.

So with those points made, I would
like to address a couple of other argu-
ments that have been made this morn-
ing. Even as proponents tell us that
vouchers improve public schools, re-
ality tells us otherwise. The Milwaukee
and Cleveland voucher programs—
which cost $29 million and $9 million,
respectively—do not cover the com-
plete cost of private school tuition for
the relatively few students served by
the programs. Private schools can also
reduce their budgets by not offering
health services, breakfast and lunch
programs, counselors, or services to
special needs students. For less than
the cost of either voucher program,
other programs, such as the Success for
All program, could be implemented in
city public schools, thereby benefiting
all children in the school district.

Voucher programs create the poten-
tial for discrimination. Awarding a
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voucher to a family does not guarantee
that the student will be accepted into a
private school. While Milwaukee
schools may not discriminate against
disabled students, there is no require-
ment that they provide special edu-
cation services. Likewise, private
schools are not required to provide
needed services to low-English pro-
ficient students or chronically disrup-
tive students.

Finally, I take issue with colleagues
who cry for accountability in our pub-
lic schools, then blithely support
voucher programs. I believe that our
schools absolutely must be accountable
for their students. But the enduring
legacies of the Cleveland voucher ex-
periment may well be bad budgeting
and misspent funds rather than better
results for students. A 1997 independent
financial audit found that $1.9 million
had been misspent, including $1.4 mil-
lion paid to taxi companies trans-
porting students to voucher schools.
Since 1997, program officials have un-
covered more than $400,000 in taxi fares
were billed on days when the students
in question were absent.

Worse even than the taxi fiasco, in
1998, the program ran 41 percent over
budget, forcing the State of Ohio to
take $2.9 million from public school
funds to cover the overruns. That is $3
million coming out of the State public
school coffers to fund a program that,
like today’s amendment, was not sup-
posed to ‘‘take money out of the public
schools.”

No one wants to improve schools in
the poorest parts of America more than
I do. But voucher programs are not the
way to accomplish this very worth-
while goal. We simply do not have the
resources to spend millions of dollars
on a few students at the expense of the
90 percent of American children who
attend public schools. So I urge my col-
leagues to reject this amendment and
instead to support greater investment
in our public schools.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from New
Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I
warmly endorse the comments of the
senior Senator from Connecticut. As
always, he is spot on with his analysis,
and his point with regard to the Gregg
amendment, which I strongly oppose, is
exactly where I think we should come
out.

Although I commend the author and
supporters of the amendment for their
concern about low-performing schools,
I believe this amendment is misguided
because it would undermine the public
education system that is the very tie
that binds our society.

I encourage the authors to show their

passion to improve our poor-per-
forming public schools by fully
resourcing those proven initiatives

that will change failed schools.
Mr. President, 90 percent of our chil-
dren attend public schools. As our Na-
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tion becomes increasingly diverse—my
State, in particular, is blessed with in-
credible diversity—our public schools
continue their fundamental purpose of
uniting Americans while providing
every child with the opportunity to
succeed. That must be our mission—
our passion. The availability of quality
public education for all is defining to
America’s democracy.

If we adopt this vouchers measure,
we would drain limited resources from
our public schools and send a signal
that we are prepared to erode the his-
torical purpose and position of public
education in America.

Much of the debate around vouchers
is about choice. But the choice inher-
ent in any vouchers proposal is false,
meaningless choice.

Contrary to the rhetoric, vouchers
would not ensure parental choice, be-
cause private schools can and do reject
applicants for private reasons—includ-
ing disability or language skills.

In fact, the only real choice vouchers
will create is in the hands of the pri-
vate schools.

That means that a child with limited
English proficiency—let’s keep in mind
that there are over 4.1 million of such
children in our schools—would not
have a meaningful choice. That means
that a child with learning disabilities
wouldn’t really have a meaningful
choice. These children with unique edu-
cational needs—who most need the
promise of a quality education—would
often be left behind in schools we deem
to be failing.

Vouchers are also a false choice be-
cause the amount being offered is too
little to be meaningful. How many
families, making $32,000 or less, actu-
ally have the additional funds to allow
them to take advantage of vouchers.
What is the practical reality here?

In addition to vouchers setting up a
false choice, vouchers provide no ac-
countability. Now, I have been listen-
ing to much of the debate on this edu-
cation bill, and one of the main themes
has been about accountability. I sup-
port accountability. As a former busi-
nessman, I appreciate the importance
of monitoring the success or failure of
our investments.

But this voucher proposal provides
no accountability. Under the proposal,
we would divert critical public re-
sources without any public oversight.
This proposal would thus undermine
the progress we are making towards in-
creased accountability.

The incredible fact in this debate is
that the evidence does not show that
vouchers work. Experiments have
shown that vouchers do not help im-
prove student achievement. A Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Madison professor
found that there were no achievement
differences between voucher student

and comparable Milwaukee public
school students.
Princeton University Professor

Cecilia Rouse found that students in a
special Milwaukee program that used
extra resources to reduce class sizes
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outperformed both regular public
school students as well as voucher stu-
dents in both reading and math.

The evidence also shows that vouch-
ers do not reach the students most in
need. Finally, they do nothing to help
the public schools that are left behind
to educate the vast majority of our
children.

We are unfortunately operating in a
time of limited resources. More limited
now that we have made the choices
we’ve taken on the recent tax cut.

We are underfunding title I, the crit-
ical engine of reform for our low-in-
come school districts. Two-thirds of
the eligible kids are left out. Similarly,
we have been shirking the Federal Gov-
ernment’s responsibility in fully fund-
ing IDEA, education for the disabled.

Just when we should be putting in-
creased resources in our public
schools—so that our reform efforts can
be meaningful, and so that we can en-
sure that the children who need our
help the most, get our help—we should
not be siphoning critical funds to fund
vouchers. If we want to reform schools,
we need to provide those schools with
real resources, not deprive them.

We have heard a lot of rhetoric lately
about the need to ensure that no child
is left behind, and about the need for
school reform. But we must put our
money where our mouth is, because re-
form without resources is a charade.

Even though supporters will argue
that this proposal would not take away
funding from the title I program, any
money spent on vouchers is money
that could and should be used to bol-
ster our public schools.

We know what works. A good teacher
in every class is the most important
single factor in the quality of a child’s
education. We can do everything else
right, but if we don’t have good teach-
ers, the educational system just won’t
work. That’s why it is critically impor-
tant that we provide real resources to
attract and retain quality teachers,
and to help teachers develop their
skills.

We also know that smaller class sizes
work. It’s abundantly clear that small-
er classes are better for children, and
we’ve started to make progress in re-
cent years. But we have not gone far
enough. In my view, that’s a serious
mistake.

We also know that our children must
go to school in safe modern school
buildings, and that’s why I have been
fighting to modernize our schools.

In sum, there is no evidence that
vouchers work. They do not provide a
meaningful choice to families who
struggle to ensure that their children
receive a quality education.

And by diverting funds we undermine
our other reform efforts and put at risk
those who remain in our public system.

We should not give up on our public
schools. I urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Pennsylvania 8 min-
utes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank my colleague from
New Hampshire.

I have listened to the remarks and to
the complaints of those who are going
to vote against this amendment. First,
they say it is not going to work; that
the only program out there that is in
fact in place right now is Milwaukee.
Yet the superintendent of the Mil-
waukee school districts has come to
Washington, DC, over the past few
months and pleaded for us to pass this
proposal because he and the poor peo-
ple of Milwaukee whose children don’t
have an opportunity to get a good qual-
ity education in the existing school
system want this program. It is the ul-
timate accountability.

We don’t have accountability. When
you have the dollars and you can take
them to this school or to that school,
that is accountability. There is no ac-
countability in the public system be-
cause there is no choice in the public
system. Your child is trapped in the
school if you have low income. The
child is trapped in the school to which
they are designated to go. Therefore,
accountability is just simply a check
sheet that you have to fill out for some
government bureaucracy. But there is
no accountability to the consumer of
the product. Isn’t that what we are
talking about? The consumer is the
child.

We worry so much and talk so much.
By the way, I know people are con-
cerned about the money. This bill
under consideration, to my under-
standing, increases the amount of
money we are going to spend on edu-
cation by over 100 percent. To suggest
somehow or another that we have been
parsimonious with the money we are
throwing around here for education is
somewhat disingenuous. Hundreds of
billions of dollars are being authorized
for this legislation. We are looking at
$560 million for a pilot program.

What are people afraid of? Are you
afraid this program will actually work?
And if it does, it makes these hundreds
of billions of dollars we are spending
look as if we didn’t know what we were
doing. Are you afraid that it won’t
work and that there are some children
right now who are getting a poor edu-
cation who will continue to get a poor
education?

There is no down side for these peo-
ple. They are saying, if it doesn’t work,
we are no worse off than we are today.
If you as the mother or father of a
child in a poor school district want to
give your child a chance, at least you
are giving them hope of improving
their situation. Hope is a powerful
motivator. What are we afraid of? What
are we afraid of?

Hundreds of billions of dollars are
being pumped into our educational in-
stitutions through this bill, and we are
running for the hills because there is
$50 million for pilot programs that only
go into effect if the Governor and the
people in the local community want it.
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Let me underline that again. There is
not a Federal mandate on any State.
There is not a Federal mandate on any
school. This says, if you are a Governor
and you want to work with your cit-
ies—principally there are going to be
cities that are underperforming and
leaving children behind—we are going
to give you a chance, with some Fed-
eral dollars, for you and the school dis-
trict to innovate and to do something
very different that might change a
child’s life.

We talk about leaving children be-
hind. The Senator from Connecticut
said we cannot afford to have any child
be a loser. You make the assumption
that there are no losers in the current
system. Let me assure you that we
have lots of losers when it comes to
having the opportunity to get a good
education in this country. Lots of chil-
dren are losing out on the opportunity
to get a good education in this coun-
try.

For us to say we are not going to give
caring Governors, caring superintend-
ents, school boards, and parents the
choice of doing something different for
children who are right now losing out
because of fear that it might work—Ilet
me get to the bottom line—isn’t that
what it is all about? Aren’t we really
afraid this might work? Because if we
are afraid it is going to fail, that child
who is losing under the current system
right now is going to be no worse off.

Aren’t we really afraid of success
here? What we have been talking
about—these glorious proclamations
we have made about how we are going
to improve the quality of schools and
change the system and how we are
going to be the savior of education—
can all come down to the fact that we
just haven’t been giving the right in-
centives to parents and kids to get the
kind of education they want, that we
haven’t upgraded a system that has ul-
timate accountability.

The ultimate accountability is that
you can walk with your money. Isn’t
that what we are afraid of? I think it
is. I think it is a great fear of giving up
control.

The big problem is my life; I don’t
want to give up control. I want control
over every aspect of my life. One of the
things I have found is that sometimes,
by giving up control, wonderful things
can happen. Whether it is the State,
whether it is the local school board, or
whether it is the Federal Government,
we want control of every little aspect,
all the way down to making sure we
have our hands in everything, and to
make sure everything is run right. We
control all of it. We feel good because
we are doing something about it.

But I think all of us know in our own
lives that when we try to micromanage
control, everything gets screwed up,
particularly when you are doing it
from Washington, DC, in every little
city and school district.

We are talking about a child here. We
are not talking about children. It is
wonderful to talk about children. I am
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talking about a child, because you
know that if you are a mother sending
a child to a poor school, you are wor-
ried about that child.

What does this have to do with my
child and my child’s education? I don’t
care whether you are controlling all of
this. All I want is to give my child a
chance. That is what this bill does.

This amendment gives my child—
mine—a chance—not children, my
child.

We are afraid of that. We are afraid
to give parents the chance to care for
my child. We want to care for children
because we Kknow best—because, of
course, we are smarter than all the
people who worry about their child. We
know best. So we are going to dictate
to you every step of the way as to
where the billions of dollars go; $50
million for a little pilot project that
says we are going to give you the abil-
ity to take care of your child; we are
going to give up control of your child;
they say: Oh, no, we cannot do that. It
is too risky. There might be a loser out
there somewhere.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used the 8 minutes yielded to
him.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.
President. I ask the question finally:
What are we afraid of?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Pennsylvania for his
strong and very effective statement in
support of this amendment. I appre-
ciate it.

I understand Senator KENNEDY is
going to close on his side, and I am
going to close on my side, and we will
be ready to vote. My closing will be a
little shorter than his closing because 1
have no more time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
understand, I have 6 remaining min-
utes. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5% minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask the Chair to re-
mind me when I have 30 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. President, I think we have had a
good debate and discussion, and per-
haps the best presentations of differing
views on this matter during the last
several hours.

I want to summarize the reasons I
am strongly opposed to this amend-
ment. We are talking about scarce re-
sources. The case is made that this
really isn’t money that is going to be
used for education. That doesn’t really
stand. I think most of us who are op-
posed to this amendment believe that
if we have public money, we ought to
invest it in the areas where public
school children can benefit.

The theme of this legislation is to
try to take tried and tested ideas and
to make them available to the local
communities and give those ideas that



June 12, 2001

have been tried and tested some addi-
tional incentives with financial sup-
port in order to enable the most chal-
lenged children and the neediest chil-
dren in our society to make progress.

We are committed to it. This legisla-
tion is to use tried and tested tech-
niques in order to enhance that possi-
bility. I think over the period of this
debate we have demonstrated that
these voucher programs that have been
tried, whether it was in Milwaukee,
Cleveland, or other communities, have
not really provided effective enhance-
ment of the children’s ability to learn.

Now, just finally, I have listened to
the Senator from Pennsylvania. This
isn’t about a child’s choice. We have to
understand this. The voucher issue
isn’t about the choice of a child. It is
the choice for the school. That is a
major difference.

To try to represent to families all
over this country that if this amend-
ment is adopted, and their child is
caught in a particular school, that par-
ent will be able to take that child out
and go to another school is wrong.
That child’s school will make a deter-
mination based upon their own consid-
erations whether to admit that child.

The Senator from New Hampshire is
going to modify his amendment to
make sure children who have some dis-
ability or special needs will be able to
be included, and that children can be
selected on the basis of lottery. Still, it
will be up to the school, but that is cer-
tainly an improvement.

Let me read from the Department of
Education’s study about the private
schools and accepting students with
special needs:

A policy of random assignment could mean
that participating schools would accept any
student who was assigned, including stu-
dents with learning disabilities, limited
English proficiency, or low achievement.
However, when the private schools were
asked specifically about a transfer program
that would require participating private
schools to accept such students, their inter-
est in participating declined further. Under
this circumstance, only 15 percent of the
schools said they would be definitely or prob-
ably willing to participate. . . .

There is the answer. Fifteen percent
are willing to take children who have
some kind of special needs.

Secondly, in this report, in relation
to participation in State assessments,
42 percent of the schools said they
would be unwilling to participate.

Listen to this:

Permit exemptions from religious instruc-
tion or activities. Very few religious schools
would be willing to participate in a transfer
program if they were required to permit ex-
emptions from religious instruction or ac-
tivities. Eighty-six percent of the religious
schools are unwilling to participate under
this condition.

There is no provision for that in the
Gregg amendment, absolutely none. If
a child is admitted, finally, on a lot-
tery provision and goes to a particular
school, they are going to have to at-
tend the religious ceremonies in that
school. At least 86 percent of the
schools will require it.
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Milwaukee did not do it. They had a
provision that excused it. Not in the
Gregg amendment. This is not well
thought through. The Senator says
that hard-pressed parent out there,
that single mom, is going to have a
choice. That is baloney. That is not
true.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY. The school is going
to make the decision. It is going to be
as true as I am standing here, that if
that child has special needs, there is no
sense in applying; if that child has lim-
ited English, there is no sense in apply-
ing; if that child is a homeless child,
there is no sense in applying. That is
the record. That is why we should re-
ject this amendment.

Let’s take scarce resources and in-
vest them where they should be in-
vested; and that is in tried and tested
programs that will enhance the chil-
dren’s academic achievement in the
public schools of this country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CLINTON). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. GREGG. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has 14% min-
utes.

Mr. GREGG. Tried and tested pro-
grams, that is a fairly unique way to
describe a program that has left lit-
erally hundreds of thousands of chil-
dren behind. The average low-income
child in this country today, in a fourth
grade class, reads at two grade levels
less than their peers. Only half of those
kids even graduate from their high
school. They have been left behind.
That is the whole point. That is why
parents in inner-city schools want to
have the opportunity to have some op-
tions.

That is why when the Children’s
Scholarship Fund put up some money
and asked if there was anybody out
there who wanted to go to a different
school, you had literally thousands, ac-
tually 1.3 million children applying for
those 40,000 slots which were limited to
low-income Kkids.

That is why the Milwaukee school
system has found it to be so successful.
That is why Florida has found it to be
so successful. Because it is the low-in-
come children—specifically, the chil-
dren of parents who in many instances
are single moms—who have been
locked into schools that have failed
year after year after year, who have no
options because the schools will not
improve. No matter how much money
we put into the schools, they simply
will not improve. That is why those
parents want another opportunity.

Let me read from a couple of state-
ments made by some of these parents.
We have Carol Butts, from the Mil-
waukee schools:

When my daughter Evan finished fifth
grade in the Milwaukee public school sys-
tem, she could not multiply; she couldn’t
even write. Our family has limited income,
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so we didn’t have too many choices. When I
learned about the Milwaukee Parental
Choice Program, I was ecstatic. In two years
there, her school work has really improved.

These are specific cases.

Tracy Richardson:

I first looked at three public school op-
tions. Classes were unruly. A magnet public
school was better, but there was a waiting
list. . . . I ended up using the A+ program to
choose Montessori Elementary School. It has
improved my child’s learning immensely.

Tony Higgins:

The Milwaukee program let me choose
schools that I think are best for my girls. I
believe both of them will have a choice to go
on to college because of the voucher pro-
gram.

These are real people who were
locked into inner-city schools who did
not have the option for education that
those folks who have more money
have, who were seeing their kids left
behind. All they wanted for their chil-
dren was a decent education. So
through choice programs, in Mil-
waukee, Ohio, and Florida, a few par-
ents have had that opportunity.

This idea that choice does not work
is just a lot of hokum. It is a straw dog.
A study by Kim Metcalf at Indiana
University, the official evaluation of
the Cleveland program in Ohio, found
statistically significant gains in the
test scores of students who were on
vouchers. A study by Jay Greene and
Paul Peterson found statistically sig-
nificant math and reading score gains
in the Milwaukee school voucher sys-
tem. A study by a Princeton group
found quite large statistically signifi-
cant math gains for the Milwaukee
Choice Program. Study after study has
proven these programs work.

The idea that the other side has pro-
moted, which is totally elitist, which is
the problem, of course—opposition to
the concept of choice is elitist by defi-
nition—is that we know best for par-
ents—these parents whose children are
locked in these schools and want to get
out, we know best for them.

How outrageous that we stand in this
Senate Chamber and do not give par-
ents an option to allow their children
to compete for the American dream.

The niece of Dr. Martin Luther King
had it right. This is a civil right that
we are talking about. The right to have
a decent education is a civil right.
When we year after year after year put
children in schools that fail, we deny
them that civil right.

This amendment is very simple. It is
very small. It is very focused. Ten
school districts across the country get
the opportunity to participate, if they
wish. Then the only parents who can
participate are parents of families with
$32,000 of income or less who are actu-
ally having their kids attend schools
where for 3 years those schools have
been defined as ‘‘failing.”’” And then, in
order to protect the system more and
assure fairness, we say the students
who go to the private schools will be
chosen by lottery. So there isn’t any
creaming or any attempt to skew the
system.
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In addition, we have language in this
amendment that specifically says there
can be no discrimination. That has
been a straw dog that has been put up
on the other side that if anybody both-
ered to read the amendment they
would have seen did not apply.

Then we put in very tough evaluation
standards to see whether or not the
system works, to see whether or not
private school choice works.

So what is there to fear from the
other side? What is it that they fear? I
think the Senator from Pennsylvania
had it right. They fear that parents
may actually choose to send their kids
to a private school and that that may
actually produce children who are ac-
tually competitive academically and
who have a shot at the American
dream, and it may—and this is what is
really feared—put pressure on the pub-
lic school system to change. It may
threaten those unions which for years
have told us that mediocrity works;
that if we dumb down, it is acceptable;
that we can have failed schools as long
as we pay a union wage.

They fear this may actually disrupt
the public school system. Should we
not disrupt the public school system
where year after year the schools have
failed? Of course, we should. We should
improve it. The way you improve it is
to bring competition into the system,
which is what this amendment does.

I go back to my experience as a child
when I saw that elected official, the
Governor of a State in our country,
standing in the doorway of a school in
Arkansas, I believe, unfortunately. I
know my colleague from Arkansas op-
posed that aggressively and is glad
that it is no longer the situation there.
When that Governor stood in the door
of that school and the Army had to
come to allow a child to go into the
school, that was an imprint on my
youth. That is one of those visual
things one remembers. I just couldn’t
understand how that could happen in
our country, how somebody could
block a child from going to school.

What is happening today is there are
people standing in the school door of
failed schools, of schools filled with
drugs and violence, schools where they
do not teach, schools where children
from year to year shuffle from class-
room to classroom and cannot learn
and are not allowed to learn and who,
therefore, cannot participate in the
American dream. We have people in
this Congress standing in the doorway,
blocking that doorway from allowing
those children to leave that school and
go across the street and participate in
a school where they will learn and have
the opportunity to participate in the
American dream. It is an irony which
has to disappoint us all.

Choice, portability, vouchers, to use
the pejorative term, what is it all
about? It is all about one thing: It is
about children, giving America’s chil-
dren an opportunity to learn. It is espe-
cially about low-income children,
locked in the inner city, whose only
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way out of their situation is education.
When we deny them this choice, we
deny them the opportunity to partici-
pate in the American dream.

That is not right and it is not fair.
This minor exercise, in the sense of
funding and in the sense of scope,
should not be viewed with such antip-
athy from the other side. Rather, it
should be viewed as an opportunity to
see whether or not the arguments they
make so aggressively are valid. If they
have the courage of their position, they
should allow this demonstration pro-
gram to go forward because they will
prove that it fails. In any event, they
will have spent $50 million on at least
improving a few children’s opportuni-
ties to learn.

I can’t understand why it is opposed,
but I can understand this: If we do not
get on the path of correcting these fail-
ing schools, and we do not get on the
path of giving children in those schools
options to learn in an environment
which is conducive to learning, then we
will lose another generation. As a na-
tion, we can’t afford that.

It is my hope that this amendment
will be accepted, and I look forward to
the vote.

AMENDMENT NO. 536, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
send a modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to modification of the
amendment?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 536), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 628, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

“Subpart 4—Low-Income School Choice

Demonstration
“SEC. 5161. LOW-INCOME SCHOOL CHOICE DEM-
ONSTRATION.

‘“(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘Low-Income School Choice
Demonstration Act of 2001°.

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to determine the effectiveness of school
choice in improving the academic achieve-
ment of disadvantaged students and the
overall quality of public schools and local
educational agencies.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) CHOICE SCHOOL.—The term ‘choice
school’ means any public school, including a
public charter school, that is not identified
under section 1116, or any private school, in-
cluding a private sectarian school, that is in-
volved in a demonstration project assisted
under this section.

‘“(2) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible
child’ means a child in grades kindergarten
through 12—

‘“(A) who is eligible for free or reduced
price meals under the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act and the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1964;

‘(B) who attended a public elementary or
secondary school, or who was not yet of
school age, in the year preceding the year in
which the child intends to participate in the
project under this section; and

“(C) who attends, or is to attend, a public
school that has been identified as failing for
3 consecutive years under section 1116 or by
the State’s accountability system.

‘“(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible
entity’ means a public agency, institution,
or organization, such as a State, a State or
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local educational agency, a county or munic-
ipal agency, a consortium of public agencies,
or a consortium of public agencies and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations, that can dem-
onstrate, to the satisfaction of the Sec-
retary, its ability to—

“‘(A) receive, disburse, and account for Fed-
eral funds; and

‘(B) carry out the activities described in
its application under this section.

‘“(4) EVALUATING ENTITY.—The term ‘evalu-
ating entity’ means an independent third
party entity, including any academic insti-
tution, or private or nonprofit organization,
with demonstrated expertise in conducting
evaluations, that is not an agency or instru-
mentality of the Federal Government.

‘“(5) PARENT.—The term ‘parent’ includes a
legal guardian or other individual acting in
loco parentis.

‘(6) SCcHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means a
school that provides elementary education
or secondary education (through grade 12), as
determined under State law.

‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and such sums
as may be necessary for each of the 6 suc-
ceeding fiscal years, to carry out this sec-
tion.

‘‘(e) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—

‘(1 RESERVATION.—From the amount ap-
propriated pursuant to the authority of sub-
section (d) in any fiscal year, the Secretary
shall reserve and make available to the eval-
uating agency b percent for the evaluation of
programs assisted under this section in ac-
cordance with subsection (k).

“(2) GRANTS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—From the amount appro-
priated pursuant to the authority of sub-
section (d) and not reserved under paragraph
(1) for any fiscal year, the Secretary shall
award grants to eligible entities to enable
such entities to carry out not more than 10
demonstration projects (which may include 1
state) under which low-income parents re-
ceive education certificates for the costs of
enrolling their eligible children in a choice
school.

“(B) CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY.—The Sec-
retary shall continue a demonstration
project under this section by awarding a
grant under subparagraph (A) to an eligible
entity that received such a grant for a fiscal
year preceding the fiscal year for which the
determination is made, if the Secretary de-
termines that such eligible entity was in
compliance with this section for such pre-
ceding fiscal year.

‘““(3) USE OF GRANTS.—Grants awarded
under paragraph (2) shall be used to pay the
costs of—

‘“(A) providing education certificates to
low-income parents to enable such parents to
pay the tuition, the fees, the allowable costs
of transportation, if any, and the costs of
complying with subsection (i)(1)(A), if any,
for their eligible children to attend a choice
school; and

‘(B) administration of the demonstration
project, which shall not exceed 15 percent of
the amount received in the first fiscal year
for which the eligible entity provides edu-
cation certificates under this section or 10
percent in any subsequent year, including—

‘(i) seeking the involvement of choice
schools in the demonstration project;

‘“(ii) providing information about the dem-
onstration project, and the schools involved
in the demonstration project, to parents of
eligible children;

‘“(iii) making determinations of eligibility
for participation in the demonstration
project for eligible children;

‘“‘(iv) selecting students to participate in
the demonstration project;
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‘““(v) determining the amount of,
issuing, education certificates;

‘“(vi) compiling and maintaining such fi-
nancial and programmatic records as the
Secretary may prescribe; and

‘“(vii) collecting such information about
the effects of the demonstration project as
the evaluating agency may need to conduct
the evaluation described in subsection (k).

*“(4) CIVIL RIGHTS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—A choice school partici-
pating in the project under this section shall
comply with title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and shall not discriminate on the
basis of race, color, national origin, or sex in
carrying out the provisions of this section.

“(B) APPLICABILITY AND CONSTRUCTION WITH
RESPECT TO DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF
SEX.—

‘(i) APPLICABILITY.—With respect to dis-
crimination on the basis of sex, subpara-
graph (A) shall not apply to a choice school
that is controlled by a religious organization
if the application of such subparagraph is in-
consistent with the religious tenets of the
choice school.

‘‘(ii) CONSTRUCTION.—With respect to dis-
crimination on the basis of sex, nothing in
subparagraph (A) shall be construed to re-
quire any person, or public or private entity
to provide or pay, or to prohibit any such
person or entity from providing or paying,
for any benefit or service, including the use
of facilities, related to an abortion. Nothing
in the preceding sentence shall be construed
to permit a penalty to be imposed on any
person or individual because such person or
individual is seeking or has received any
benefit or service related to a legal abortion.

¢(iii) SINGLE-SEX SCHOOLS, CLASSES, OR AC-
TIVITIES.—With respect to discrimination on
the basis of sex, nothing in subparagraph (A)
shall be construed to prevent a parent from
choosing, or a choice school from offering, a
single-sex school, class, or activity.

“(C) REVOCATION.—If the eligible entity de-
termines that a choice school participating
in the project under this section is in viola-
tion of subparagraph (A), then the eligible
entity shall terminate the involvement of
such schools in the project.

*“(f) AUTHORIZED PROJECTS; PRIORITY.—

‘(1) AUTHORIZED PROJECTS.—The Secretary
may award a grant under this section only
for a demonstration project that—

‘“(A) involves at least one local educational
agency that receives funds under section
1124A; and

‘(B) includes the involvement of a suffi-
cient number of choice schools, in the judg-
ment of the Secretary, to allow for a valid
demonstration project.

‘(2) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under
this section, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to demonstration projects—

“‘(A) involve at least one local educational
agency that is among the 20 percent of local
educational agencies receiving funds under
section 1124A in the State and having the
highest number of children described in sec-
tion 1124(c);

‘“(B) that involve diverse types of choice
schools; and

“(C) that will contribute to the geographic
diversity of demonstration projects assisted
under this section.

“(g) APPLICATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any eligible entity that
wishes to receive a grant under this section
shall submit an application to the Secretary
at such time and in such manner as the Sec-
retary may prescribe.

‘“(2) CONTENTS.—Each application described
in paragraph (1) shall contain—

“‘(A) information demonstrating the eligi-
bility for participation in the demonstration
program of the eligible entity;

“(B) with respect to choice schools—

and
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‘(1) a description of the standards used by
the eligible entity to determine which
schools are within a reasonable commuting
distance of eligible children and present a
reasonable commuting cost for such eligible
children consistent with state law;

‘“(ii) a description of the types of potential
choice schools that will be involved in the
demonstration project;

‘“(iii)(I) a description of the procedures
used to encourage public and private schools
to be involved in the demonstration project;
and

‘(IT) a description of how the eligible enti-
ty will annually determine the number of
spaces available for eligible children in each
choice school;

‘“(iv) an assurance that each choice school
will not impose higher standards for admis-
sion or participation in its programs and ac-
tivities for eligible children provided edu-
cation certificates under this section than
the choice school does for other children;

(v) an assurance that each choice school
will admit children on the basis of a lottery;

“(vi) an assurance that each choice school
operated, for at least 1 year prior to accept-
ing education certificates under this section,
an educational program similar to the edu-
cational program for which such choice
school will accept such education certifi-
cates;

‘(viii) an assurance that the eligible entity
will terminate the involvement of any choice
school that fails to comply with the condi-
tions of its involvement in the demonstra-
tion project; and

‘(viii) an assurance that choice schools
will accept the amount of the scholarship as
full payment of tuition and fees;

“(C) with respect to the participation in
the demonstration project of eligible chil-
dren—

‘“(i) a description of the procedures to be
used to make a determination of eligibility
for ©participation in the demonstration
project for an eligible child, which shall in-
clude—

‘“(I) the procedures for obtaining, using and
safeguarding information from applications
for free or reduced price meals under the
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1964; or

‘““(II) any other procedure, subject to the
Secretary’s approval, that accurately estab-
lishes the eligibility for such participation
for an eligible child;

‘(i) a description of the procedures to be
used to ensure that, in selecting eligible
children to participate in the demonstration
project, the eligible entity will give priority
to eligible children from the lowest income
families;

‘“(iii) a description of the procedures to be
used to ensure maximum choice of schools
for participating eligible children, including
procedures to be used when—

‘“(I) the number of parents provided edu-
cation certificates under this section who de-
sire to enroll their eligible children in a par-
ticular choice school exceeds the number of
eligible children that the choice school will
accept; and

‘“(II) grant funds and funds from local
sources are insufficient to support the total
cost of choices made by parents with edu-
cation certificates under this section; and

‘‘(iv) a description of the procedures to be
used to ensure compliance with subsection
(1)(1)(A), which may include—

“(I) the direct provision of services by a
local educational agency; and

‘“(IT) arrangements made by a local edu-
cational agency with other service providers;

‘(D) with respect to the operation of the
demonstration project—

‘(i) a description of the geographic area to
be served;
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‘“(ii) a timetable for carrying out the dem-
onstration project;

‘‘(iii) a description of the procedures to be
used for the issuance and redemption of edu-
cation certificates under this section;

‘‘(iv) a description of the procedures by
which a choice school will make a pro rata
refund of the education certificate under this
section for any participating eligible child
who withdraws from the school for any rea-
son, before completing 75 percent of the
school attendance period for which the edu-
cation certificate was issued;

‘“(v) a description of the procedures to be
used to provide the parental notification de-
scribed in subsection (j);

‘“‘(vi) an assurance that the eligible entity
will place all funds received under this sec-
tion into a separate account, and that no
other funds will be placed in such account;

‘“(vii) an assurance that the eligible entity
will provide the Secretary periodic reports
on the status of such funds;

‘“(viii) an assurance that the eligible entity
will cooperate with the evaluating entity in
carrying out the evaluations described in
subsection (k);

‘(ix) an assurance that the eligible entity
will—

‘“(I) maintain such records as the Sec-
retary may require; and

‘(I1) comply with reasonable requests from
the Secretary for information;

‘(x) a description of the method by which
the eligible entity will use to assess the
progress of participants in math and reading
and how such assessment is comparable to
assessments used by the local educational
agency involved;

‘“(xi) an assurance that if the number of
students applying to participate in the
project is greater than the number of stu-
dents that the project can serve, partici-
pating students will be selected by a lottery;
and

‘“(x) an assurance that no private school
will be required to participate in the project
without the private school’s consent; and

‘““(E) such other assurances and informa-
tion as the Secretary may require.

““(h) EDUCATION CERTIFICATES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—

““(A) AMOUNT.—The amount of an eligible
child’s education certificate under this sec-
tion shall be determined by the eligible enti-
ty, but shall be an amount that provides to
the recipient of the education certificate the
maximum degree of choice in selecting the
choice school the eligible child will attend.

*(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to such regula-
tions as the Secretary shall prescribe, in de-
termining the amount of an education cer-
tificate under this section an eligible entity
shall consider—

‘““(I) the additional reasonable costs of
transportation directly attributable to the
eligible child’s participation in the dem-
onstration project; and

“(IT) the cost of complying with subsection
HDA).

¢“(i1) SCHOOLS CHARGING TUITION.—If an eli-
gible child participating in a demonstration
project under this section was attending a
public school that charged tuition for the
year preceding the first year of such partici-
pation, then in determining the amount of
an education certificate for such eligible
child under this section the eligible entity
shall consider the tuition charged by such
school for such eligible child in such pre-
ceding year.

‘(C) SPECIAL RULE.—An eligible entity may
provide an education certificate under this
section to the parent of an eligible child who
chooses to attend a school that does not
charge tuition or fees, to pay the additional
reasonable costs of transportation directly
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attributable to the eligible child’s participa-
tion in the demonstration project or the cost
of complying with subsection (i)(1)(A).

‘“(2) ADJUSTMENT.—The amount of the edu-
cation certificate for a fiscal year may be ad-
justed in the second and third years of an eli-
gible child’s participation in a demonstra-
tion project under this section to reflect any
increase or decrease in the tuition, fees, or
transportation costs directly attributable to
that eligible child’s continued attendance at
a choice school, but shall not be increased
for this purpose by more than 10 percent of
the amount of the education certificate for
the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for
which the determination is made. The
amount of the education certificate may also
be adjusted in any fiscal year to comply with
subsection (i)(1)(A).

‘(3) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this subsection, the
amount of an eligible child’s education cer-
tificate shall not exceed the per pupil ex-
penditure for elementary or secondary edu-
cation, as appropriate, by the local edu-
cational agency in which the public school to
which the eligible child would normally be
assigned is located for the fiscal year pre-
ceding the fiscal year for which the deter-
mination is made.

‘‘(4) INCOME.—An education certificate
under this section, and funds provided under
the education certificate, shall not be treat-
ed as income of the parents for purposes of
Federal tax laws or for determining eligi-
bility for any other Federal program.

‘(1) EFFECT ON OTHER PROGRAMS; USE OF
SCHOOL LUUNCH DATA.—

‘(1) EFFECT ON OTHER PROGRAMS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible child partici-
pating in a demonstration project under this
section, who, in the absence of such a dem-
onstration project, would have received serv-
ices under part A of title I shall be provided
such services.

‘(B) PART B OF THE INDIVIDUALS WITH DIS-
ABILITIES EDUCATION ACT.—Nothing in this
section shall be construed to affect the re-
quirements of part B of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act.

‘(2) COUNTING OF ELIGIBLE CHILDREN.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, any
local educational agency participating in a
demonstration project under this section
may count eligible children who, in the ab-
sence of such a demonstration project, would
attend the schools of such agency, for pur-
poses of receiving funds under any program
administered by the Secretary.

‘“(3) SPECIAL RULE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the
provisions of section 9(b)(2)(C)(iii) and (iv) of
the Richard B. Russell National School
Lunch Act, information obtained from an ap-
plication for free or reduced price meals
under such Act or the Child Nutrition Act of
1964 shall, upon request, be disclosed to an
eligible entity receiving a grant under this
section and may be used by the eligible enti-
ty to determine the eligibility of a child to
participate in a demonstration project under
this section and, if needed, to rank families
by income in accordance with subsection
(&)(2)(C)({iD).

“(B) LIMITATIONS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Information provided
under this paragraph shall be limited to the
information needed to determine eligibility
or to rank families in a demonstration
project under this section and may be used
only by persons who need the information to
determine eligibility or rank families in a
demonstration project under this section.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATIONS.—A person having access
to information provided under this para-
graph shall be subject to the limitations and
penalties imposed under section 9(b)(2)(C)(v)
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of the Richard B. Russell National School
Lunch Act.

‘‘(4) CONSTRUCTION.—

““(A) SECTARIAN INSTITUTIONS.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to supersede
or modify any provision of a State constitu-
tion or State law that prohibits the expendi-
ture of public funds in or by sectarian insti-
tutions, except that no provision of a State
constitution or State law shall be construed
to prohibit the expenditure in or by sec-
tarian institutions of any Federal funds pro-
vided under this section.

‘“(B) DESEGREGATION PLANS.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to interfere
with any desegregation plans that involve
school attendance areas affected by this sec-
tion.

“(j) PARENTAL NOTIFICATION.—Each eligi-
ble entity receiving a grant under this sec-
tion shall provide timely notice of the dem-
onstration project to parents of eligible chil-
dren residing in the area to be served by the
demonstration project. At a minimum, such
notice shall—

‘(1) describe the demonstration project;

‘“(2) describe the eligibility requirements
for participation in the demonstration
project;

‘“(3) describe the information needed to
make a determination of eligibility for par-
ticipation in the demonstration project for
an eligible child;

‘“(4) describe the selection procedures to be
used if the number of eligible children seek-
ing to participate in the demonstration
project exceeds the number that can be ac-
commodated in the demonstration project;

‘“(5) provide information about each choice
school, including information about any ad-
mission requirements or criteria for each
choice school participating in the dem-
onstration project; and

‘(6) include the schedule for parents to
apply for their eligible children to partici-
pate in the demonstration project.

““(k) EVALUATION.—

(1) ANNUAL EVALUATION.—

‘“(A) CONTRACT.—The Secretary shall enter
into a contract with an evaluating agency
for the conduct of an ongoing rigorous eval-
uation of the demonstration program under
this section.

“(B) ANNUAL EVALUATION REQUIREMENT.—
The contract described in subparagraph (A)
shall require the evaluating agency to annu-
ally evaluate each demonstration project
under this section in accordance with the
criteria described in paragraph (2).

‘“(2) EVALUATION CRITERIA.—The Secretary
shall establish such criteria for evaluating
the demonstration program under this sec-
tion. Such criteria shall include—

‘“(A) a description of the implementation
of each demonstration project under this sec-
tion;

“(B) a comparison of the educational
achievement between students receiving edu-
cation certificates under this section and
students otherwise eligible for, but not re-
ceiving education certificates under this sec-
tion;

‘(C) a comparison of the level of parental
satisfaction and involvement between par-
ents whose children receive education cer-
tificates and parents from comparable back-
grounds whose children did not receive an
education certificate; and

‘(D) a description of changes in the overall
performance and quality of public elemen-
tary and secondary schools in the dem-
onstration project area that can be directly
or reasonably attributable to the program
under this section.

““(3) REPORTS.—

““(A) REPORT BY GRANT RECIPIENT.—Each el-
igible entity receiving a grant under this
section shall submit, to the Secretary and
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the evaluating agency, an annual report re-
garding the demonstration project under this
section. Each such report shall be submitted
at such time, in such manner, and accom-
panied by such information, as such evalu-
ating agency may require.

“(B) REPORTS BY EVALUATING AGENCY.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The evaluating agency
shall transmit to the Secretary and the Con-
gress 2 interim reports on the findings of the
annual evaluation under this subsection.

‘(i) FIRST INTERIM REPORT.—The first in-
terim report under clause (i) shall be sub-
mitted not later than September 20, 2003, and
shall, at a minimum, describe the implemen-
tation of the demonstration projects under
this section and shall include such demo-
graphic information as is reasonably avail-
able about—

““(I) the participating schools (both the
choice schools and the schools that have
been identified as failing;

““(IT) the participating and requesting stu-
dents and background of their families; and

“(IIT) the number of certificates requested
versus the number of certificates received.

¢‘(iii) SECOND INTERIM AND FINAL REPORT.—
The second interim and final report under
this subparagraph shall be submitted to the
Secretary and the appropriate committees in
Congress not later than September 30, 2006,
and June 1, 2008, respectfully, and shall, at a
minimum, include the information described
in clause (ii), as well as any additional infor-
mation deemed necessary by the Secretary.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
yield back the remainder of my time,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 536, as modified. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 179 Leg.]

YEAS—41
Allard Frist McConnell
Allen Gramm Murkowski
Bennett Grassley Nickles
Brownback Gregg Roberts
Bunning Hatch Santorum
Byrd Helms Sessions
Campbell Hutch%nson Shelby
Carper Hutchison Smith (NH)
Cochran Inhofe Stevens
Craig Kyl
DeWine Lieberman Thompson
Domenici Lott Thgrm(?nd
Ensign Lugar Voinovich
Fitzgerald McCain Warner

NAYS—58
Akaka Conrad Hollings
Baucus Corzine Jeffords
Bayh Crapo Johnson
Biden Daschle Kennedy
Bingaman Dayton Kerry
Bond Dodd Kohl
Boxer Dorgan Landrieu
Breaux Durbin Leahy
Burns Edwards Levin
Cantwell Enzi Lincoln
Carnahan Feingold Mikulski
Chafee Feinstein Miller
Cleland Graham Murray
Clinton Hagel Nelson (FL)
Collins Harkin Nelson (NE)
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Reed Smith (OR) Torricelli
Reid Snowe Wellstone
Rockefeller Specter Wyden
Sarbanes Stabenow
Schumer Thomas
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye

The amendment (No. 536), as modi-
fied, was rejected.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we
thank all our Members. Now we have
agreed to consider the Carper amend-
ment. We have a time limit, I believe a
2-hour time limit, evenly divided, so we
expect our next vote sometime around
quarter of 6. Perhaps we will be able to
yield back some time, but we are try-
ing to move this along.

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator will
yield, it is my understanding after the
Carper amendment we are going to
have 10 or 20 minutes equally divided
on the Dodd amendments?

Mr. REID. If the Senator from New
Hampshire will yield, we cleared with
Senator KENNEDY and with you, we are
going to have a half hour evenly di-
vided and then vote on the Dodd
amendment dealing with com-
parability, amendment No. 459.

Senator DASCHLE wishes to have a
number of other amendments resolved
tonight. We will do that. We will work
with the two managers to move on.

Mr. GREGG. We are now moving onto
the Carper-Gregg amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Delaware, Mr. CARPER, is recognized to
call up amendment No. 518, on which
there shall be 2 hours of debate.

AMENDMENT NO. 518, AS MODIFIED

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent amendment
No. 518 be modified with the changes
that are at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification? Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. CARPER]
for himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr. FRIST, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. KERRY, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. ENSIGN, and Mr. BREAUX, proposes an
amendment numbered 518, as modified.

Mr. CARPER. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To promote parental involvement

and parental empowerment in public edu-

cation through greater competition and
choice)

On page 45, between lines 20 and 21, insert
the following:

‘“‘(H) BEach State plan shall provide an as-
surance that the State’s accountability re-
quirements for charter schools (as defined in
section 5120), such as requirements estab-
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lished under the State’s charter school law
and overseen by the State’s authorized char-
tering agencies for such schools, are at least
as rigorous as the accountability require-
ments established under this Act, such as
the requirements regarding standards, as-
sessments, adequate yearly progress, school
identification, receipt of technical assist-
ance, and corrective action, that are applica-
ble to other schools in the State under this
Act.

On page 763, between lines 10 and 11, insert
the following:

SEC. 502. EMPOWERING PARENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘“‘Empowering Parents Act of
2001°.

(b) PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE.—

(1) SHORT TITLE OF SUBSECTION.—This sub-
section may be referred to as the ‘“‘Enhanc-
ing Public Education Through Choice Act’’.

(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this sub-
section are—

(A) to prevent children from being con-
signed to, or left trapped in, failing schools;

(B) to ensure that parents of children in
failing public schools have the choice to send
their children to higher performing public
schools, including public charter schools;

(C) to support and stimulate improved pub-
lic school performance through increased
public school competition and increased Fed-
eral financial assistance;

(D) to provide parents with more choices
among public school options; and

(E) to assist local educational agencies
with low-performing schools to implement
districtwide public school choice programs
or enter into partnerships with other local
educational agencies to offer students inter-
district or statewide public school choice
programs.

(3) PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE PROGRAMS.—Part
A of title V, as amended in section 501, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“Subpart 4—Voluntary Public School Choice
Programs
“SEC. 5161. DEFINITIONS.

““‘In this subpart:

‘(1) CHARTER SCHOOL.—The term ‘charter
school’ has the meaning given such term in
section 5120.

‘(2) LOWEST PERFORMING SCHOOL.—The
term ‘lowest performing school’ means a
public school that has failed to make ade-
quate yearly progress, as described in section
1111, for 2 or more years.

‘“(3) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty
line’ means the income official poverty line
(as defined by the Office of Management and
Budget, and revised annually in accordance
with section 673(2) of the Community Serv-
ices Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2))) ap-
plicable to a family of the size involved, for
the most recent fiscal year for which satis-
factory data are available.

‘“(4) PuBLIC SCHOOL.—The term ‘public
school’ means a charter school, a public ele-
mentary school, and a public secondary
school.

““(5) STUDENT IN POVERTY.—The term ‘stu-
dent in poverty’ means a student from a fam-
ily with an income below the poverty line.
“SEC. 5162. GRANTS.

“The Secretary shall make grants, on a
competitive basis, to State educational
agencies and local educational agencies, to
enable the agencies, including the agencies
serving the lowest performing schools, to im-
plement programs of universal public school
choice.

“SEC. 5163. USE OF FUNDS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—AnN agency that receives
a grant under this subpart shall use the
funds made available through the grant to
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pay for the expenses of implementing a pub-
lic school choice program, including—

‘(1) the expenses of providing transpor-
tation services or the cost of transportation
to eligible children;

‘(2) the cost of making tuition transfer
payments to public schools to which stu-
dents transfer under the program;

‘“(3) the cost of capacity-enhancing activi-
ties that enable high-demand public schools
to accommodate transfer requests under the
program;

‘“(4) the cost of carrying out public edu-
cation campaigns to inform students and
parents about the program;

‘() administrative costs; and

‘“(6) other costs reasonably necessary to
implement the program.

‘“(b) SUPPLEMENT, NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds
made available under this subpart shall sup-
plement, and not supplant, State and local
public funds expended to provide public
school choice programs for eligible individ-
uals.

“SEC. 5164. REQUIREMENTS.

‘“(a) INCLUSION IN PROGRAM.—In carrying
out a public school choice program under
this subpart, a State educational agency or
local educational agency shall—

“(1) allow all students attending public
schools within the State or school district
involved to attend the public school of their
choice within the State or school district, re-
spectively;

‘“(2) provide all eligible students in all
grade levels equal access to the program;

‘“(3) include in the program charter schools
and any other public school in the State or
school district, respectively; and

‘‘(4) develop the program with the involve-
ment of parents and others in the commu-
nity to be served, and individuals who will
carry out the program, including administra-
tors, teachers, principals, and other staff.

‘““(b) NOTICE.—In carrying out a public
school choice program under this subpart, a
State educational agency or local edu-
cational agency shall give parents of eligible
students prompt notice of the existence of
the program and the program’s availability
to such parents, and a clear explanation of
how the program will operate.

‘‘(c) TRANSPORTATION.—In carrying out a
public school choice program under this sub-
part, a State educational agency or local
educational agency shall provide eligible
students with transportation services or the
cost of transportation to and from the public
schools, including charter schools, that the
students choose to attend under this pro-
gram.

‘‘(d) NONDISCRIMINATION.—Notwithstanding
subsection (a)(3), no public school may dis-
criminate on the basis of race, color, reli-
gion, sex, national origin, sexual orientation,
or disability in providing programs and ac-
tivities under this subpart.

‘“(e) PARALLEL  ACCOUNTABILITY.—Each
State educational agency or local edu-
cational agency receiving a grant under this
subpart for a program through which a char-
ter school receives assistance shall hold the
school accountable for adequate yearly
progress in improving student performance
as described in title I and as established in
the school’s charter, including the use of the
standards and assessments established under
title I.

“SEC. 5165. APPLICATIONS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive
a grant under this subpart, a State edu-
cational agency or local educational agency
shall submit an application to the Secretary
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require.



S6092

‘““(b) CONTENTS.—Each application for a
grant under this subpart shall include—

‘(1) a description of the program for which
the agency seeks funds and the goals for
such program;

‘“(2) a description of how the program will
be coordinated with, and will complement
and enhance, other related Federal and non-
Federal projects;

‘“(3) if the program is carried out by a part-
nership, the name of each partner and a de-
scription of the partner’s responsibilities;

‘‘(4) a description of the policies and proce-
dures the agency will use to ensure—

““(A) accountability for results, including
goals and performance indicators; and

‘“(B) that the program is open and acces-
sible to, and will promote high academic
standards for, all students; and

‘(6) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require.

“SEC. 5166. PRIORITIES.

“In making grants under this subpart, the
Secretary shall give priority to—

‘(1) first, those State educational agencies
and local educational agencies serving the
lowest performing schools;

‘“(2) second, those State educational agen-
cies and local educational agencies serving
the highest percentage of students in pov-
erty; and

‘(3) third, those State educational agen-
cies or local educational agencies forming a
partnership that seeks to implement an
interdistrict approach to carrying out a pub-
lic school choice program.

“SEC. 5167. EVALUATIONS, TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE, AND DISSEMINATION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—From the amount made
available to carry out this subpart for any
fiscal year, the Secretary may reserve not
more than 5 percent to carry out evalua-
tions, to provide technical assistance, and to
disseminate information.

‘“(b) EVALUATIONS.—In carrying out evalua-
tions under subsection (a), the Secretary
may use the amount reserved under sub-
section (a) to carry out 1 or more evalua-
tions of State and local programs assisted
under this subpart, which shall, at a min-
imum, address—

‘(1) how, and the extent to which, the pro-
grams promote educational equity and excel-
lence; and

‘‘(2) the extent to which public schools car-
rying out the programs are—

‘“(A) held accountable to the public;

‘“(B) effective in improving public edu-
cation; and

‘“(C) open and accessible to all students.
“SEC. 5168. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.

“There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subpart $125,000,000 for fiscal
year 2002 and each subsequent fiscal year.”.

(c) PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL FACILITIES FI-
NANCING.—

(1) SHORT TITLE OF SUBSECTION.—This sub-
section may be cited as the ‘‘Charter Schools
Equity Act”.

(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this sub-
section are—

(A) to help eliminate the barriers that pre-
vent charter school developers from access-
ing the credit markets, by encouraging lend-
ing institutions to lend funds to charter
schools on terms more similar to the terms
typically extended to traditional public
schools; and

(B) to encourage the States to provide sup-
port to charter schools for facilities financ-
ing in an amount more nearly commensurate
to the amount the States have typically pro-
vided for traditional public schools.

(3) CHARTER SCHOOLS.—

(A) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
5112(e)(1), as amended in section 501, is fur-
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ther amended by inserting ‘‘(other than
funds reserved to carry out section 5115(b))”’
after ‘‘section 5121”°.

(B) MATCHING GRANTS TO STATES.—Section
5115, as amended in section 501, is further
amended—

(i) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘(other
than funds reserved to carry out subsection
(b))’ after ‘‘this subpart’’;

(ii) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and

(iii) by inserting after subsection (a) the
following:

‘“(b) PER-PUPIL
GRAMS.—

‘(1) GRANTS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—From the amount made
available to carry out this subsection under
section 5121 for any fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall make grants, on a competitive
basis, to States to pay for the Federal share
of the cost of establishing or enhancing, and
administering, programs in which the States
make payments, on a per-pupil basis, to
charter schools to assist the schools in fi-
nancing school facilities (referred to in this
subsection as ‘per-pupil facilities aid pro-
grams’).

‘(B) PERIOD.—The Secretary shall award
grants under this subsection for periods of
not more than 5 years.

‘(C) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost described in subparagraph (A) for a
per-pupil facilities aid program shall be not
more than—

‘(1) 90 percent of the cost, for the first fis-
cal year for which the program receives as-
sistance under this subsection or its prede-
cessor authority;

‘“(ii) 80 percent in the second such year;

‘“(iii) 60 percent in the third such year;

‘“(iv) 40 percent in the fourth such year;
and

“(v) 20 percent in the fifth such year.

““(2) USE OF FUNDS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives a
grant under this subsection shall use the
funds made available through the grant to
establish or enhance, and administer, a per-
pupil facilities aid program for charter
schools in the State.

“(B) EVALUATIONS; TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE;
DISSEMINATION.—From the amount made
available to a State through a grant under
this subsection for a fiscal year, the State
may reserve not more than 5 percent of the
amount to carry out evaluations, to provide
technical assistance, and to disseminate in-
formation.

“(C) SUPPLEMENT, NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds
made available under this subsection shall
supplement, and not supplant, State and
local public funds expended to provide per-
pupil facilities aid programs, operations fi-
nancing programs, or other programs, for
charter schools.

““(3) REQUIREMENTS.—

““(A) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—No State
may be required to participate in a program
carried out under this subsection.

‘(B) STATE LAW.—To be eligible to receive
a grant under this subsection, a State shall
establish or enhance, and administer, a per-
pupil facilities aid program for charter
schools in the State, that—

‘(1) is specified in State law;

‘“(ii) provides annual financing, on a per-
pupil basis, for charter school facilities; and

‘(iii) provides financing that is dedicated
solely for funding the facilities.

‘“(4) APPLICATIONS.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this subsection, a State
shall submit an application to the Secretary
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require.

‘“(5) PRIORITIES.—In making grants under
this subsection, the Secretary shall give pri-
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ority to States that meet the criteria de-
scribed in paragraph (2), and subparagraphs
(A), (B), and (C) of paragraph (3), of section
5112(e).

‘(6) EVALUATIONS, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE,
AND DISSEMINATION.—

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—From the amount made
available to carry out this subsection under
section 5121 for any fiscal year, the Sec-
retary may carry out evaluations, provide
technical assistance, and disseminate infor-
madtion.

‘(B) EVALUATIONS.—In carrying out eval-
uations under subparagraph (A), the Sec-
retary may carry out 1 or more evaluations
of State programs assisted under this sub-
section, which shall, at a minimum, ad-
dress—

‘(i) how, and the extent to which, the pro-
grams promote educational equity and excel-
lence; and

‘‘(ii) the extent to which charter schools
supported through the programs are—

‘(D held accountable to the public;

“(IT) effective in improving public edu-
cation; and

‘“(IIT) open and accessible to all students.”.

(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 5121, as amended in section 501, is
further amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 5121. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this subpart
$400,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 and such sums
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc-
ceeding fiscal years.

‘““(b) RESERVATION.—For fiscal year 2002,
the Secretary shall reserve, from the amount
appropriated under subsection (a)—

‘(1) $200,000,000 to carry out this subpart,
other than section 5115(b); and

‘(2) the remainder to carry out section
5115(b).”.

(4) CREDIT ENHANCEMENT INITIATIVES.—Sub-
part 1 of part A of title V, as amended in sec-
tion 501, is further amended—

(A) by inserting after the subpart heading
the following:

“CHAPTER I—CHARTER SCHOOL
PROGRAMS”;

(B) by striking ‘‘this subpart’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘this chapter’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
“CHAPTER II—CREDIT ENHANCEMENT

INITIATIVES TO PROMOTE CHARTER

SCHOOL FACILITY ACQUISITION, CON-

STRUCTION, AND RENOVATION
“SEC. 5126. PURPOSE.

““The purpose of this chapter is to provide
grants to eligible entities to permit the enti-
ties to establish or improve innovative cred-
it enhancement initiatives that assist char-
ter schools to address the cost of acquiring,
constructing, and renovating facilities.

“SEC. 5126A. GRANTS TO ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.

‘‘(a) GRANTS FOR INITIATIVES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use
100 percent of the amount available to carry
out this chapter to eligible entities having
applications approved under this chapter to
carry out innovative initiatives for assisting
charter schools to address the cost of acquir-
ing, constructing, and renovating facilities
by enhancing the availability of loans or
bond financing.

‘“(2) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—The Secretary
shall award not fewer than 3 of the grants.

*“(b) GRANTEE SELECTION.—

‘(1 DETERMINATION.—The Secretary shall
evaluate each application submitted, and
shall determine which applications are of
sufficient quality to merit approval and
which are not.

“(2) MINIMUM GRANTS.—The Secretary shall
award at least—
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““(A) 1 grant to an eligible entity described
in section 51261(2)(A);

‘“(B) 1 grant to an eligible entity described
in section 51261(2)(B); and

‘(C) 1 grant to an eligible entity described
in section 51261(2)(C),

if applications are submitted that permit the
Secretary to award the grants without ap-
proving an application that is not of suffi-
cient quality to merit approval.

() GRANT  CHARACTERISTICS.—Grants
under this chapter shall be in sufficient
amounts, and for initiatives of sufficient
scope and quality, so as to effectively en-
hance credit for the financing of charter
school acquisition, construction, or renova-
tion.

‘(d) SPECIAL RULE.—In the event the Sec-
retary determines that the funds available to
carry out this chapter are insufficient to per-
mit the Secretary to award not fewer than 3
grants in accordance with subsections (a)
through (¢)—

‘(1) subsections (a)(2) and (b)(2) shall not
apply; and

‘“(2) the Secretary may determine the ap-
propriate number of grants to be awarded in
accordance with subsections (a)(1), (b)(1), and
(c).

“SEC. 5126B. APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To receive a grant under
this chapter, an eligible entity shall submit
to the Secretary an application in such form
as the Secretary may reasonably require.

‘“(b) CONTENTS.—An application submitted
under subsection (a) shall contain—

‘(1) a statement identifying the activities
proposed to be undertaken with funds re-
ceived under this chapter, including how the
applicant will determine which charter
schools will receive assistance, and how
much and what types of assistance the char-
ter schools will receive;

‘(2) a description of the involvement of
charter schools in the application’s develop-
ment and the design of the proposed activi-
ties;

“‘(3) a description of the applicant’s exper-
tise in capital market financing;

‘“(4) a description of how the proposed ac-
tivities will—

‘“(A) leverage private sector financing cap-
ital, to obtain the maximum amount of pri-
vate sector financing capital, relative to the
amount of government funding used, to as-
sist charter schools; and

‘(B) otherwise enhance credit available to
charter schools;

¢“(5) a description of how the applicant pos-
sesses sufficient expertise in education to
evaluate the likelihood of success of a char-
ter school program for which facilities fi-
nancing is sought;

‘(6) in the case of an application submitted
by a State governmental entity, a descrip-
tion of the actions that the entity has taken,
or will take, to ensure that charter schools
within the State receive the funding the
schools need to have adequate facilities; and

“(7) such other information as the Sec-
retary may reasonably require.

“SEC. 5126C. CHARTER SCHOOL OBJECTIVES.

““An eligible entity receiving a grant under
this chapter shall use the funds received
through the grant, and deposited in the re-
serve account established under section
5126D(a), to assist 1 or more charter schools
to access private sector capital to accom-
plish 1 or more of the following objectives:

‘(1) The acquisition (by purchase, lease,
donation, or otherwise) of an interest (in-
cluding an interest held by a third party for
the benefit of a charter school) in improved
or unimproved real property that is nec-
essary to commence or continue the oper-
ation of a charter school.

‘“(2) The construction of new facilities, or
the renovation, repair, or alteration of exist-
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ing facilities, necessary to commence or con-
tinue the operation of a charter school.

‘(3) The payment of start-up costs, includ-
ing the costs of training teachers and pur-
chasing materials and equipment, including
instructional materials and computers, for a
charter school.

“SEC. 5126D. RESERVE ACCOUNT.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of as-
sisting charter schools to accomplish the ob-
jectives described in section 5126C, an eligi-
ble entity receiving a grant under this chap-
ter shall deposit the funds received through
the grant (other than funds used for adminis-
trative costs in accordance with section
5126E) in a reserve account established and
maintained by the entity for that purpose.
The entity shall make the deposit in accord-
ance with State and local law and may make
the deposit directly or indirectly, and alone
or in collaboration with others.

‘“(b) USE OoF FUNDS.—Amounts deposited in
such account shall be used by the entity for
1 or more of the following purposes:

‘(1) Guaranteeing, insuring, and reinsuring
bonds, notes, evidences of debt, loans, and in-
terests therein, the proceeds of which are
used for an objective described in section
5126C.

‘“(2) Guaranteeing and insuring leases of
personal and real property for such an objec-
tive.

‘“(3) Facilitating financing for such an ob-
jective by identifying potential lending
sources, encouraging private lending, and
carrying out other similar activities that di-
rectly promote lending to, or for the benefit
of, charter schools.

‘“(4) Facilitating the issuance of bonds by
charter schools, or by other public entities
for the benefit of charter schools, for such an
objective, by providing technical, adminis-
trative, and other appropriate assistance (in-
cluding the recruitment of bond counsel, un-
derwriters, and potential investors and the
consolidation of multiple charter school
projects within a single bond issue).

‘‘(c) INVESTMENT.—Funds received under
this chapter and deposited in the reserve ac-
count shall be invested in obligations issued
or guaranteed by the United States or a
State, or in other similarly low-risk securi-
ties.

“(d) REINVESTMENT OF KEARNINGS.—ANy
earnings on funds received under this chap-
ter shall be deposited in the reserve account
established under subsection (a) and used in
accordance with subsection (b).

“SEC. 5126E. LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE
OSTS.

“An eligible entity that receives a grant
under this chapter may use not more than
0.25 percent of the funds received through
the grant for the administrative costs of car-
rying out the entity’s responsibilities under
this chapter.

“SEC. 5126F. AUDITS AND REPORTS.

‘“‘(a) FINANCIAL RECORD MAINTENANCE AND
AUDIT.—The financial records of each eligi-
ble entity receiving a grant under this chap-
ter shall be maintained in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles and
shall be subject to an annual audit by an
independent public accountant.

“(b) REPORTS.—

‘(1) GRANTEE ANNUAL REPORTS.—Each eli-
gible entity receiving a grant under this
chapter annually shall submit to the Sec-
retary a report of the entity’s operations and
activities under this chapter.

‘“(2) CONTENTS.—Each such annual report
shall include—

‘“(A) a copy of the most recent financial
statements, and any accompanying opinion
on such statements, prepared by the inde-
pendent public accountant auditing the fi-
nancial records of the eligible entity;
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‘“(B) a copy of any report made on an audit
of the financial records of the eligible entity
that was conducted under subsection (a) dur-
ing the reporting period;

‘(C) an evaluation by the eligible entity of
the effectiveness of the entity’s use of the
Federal funds provided under this chapter in
leveraging private funds;

‘(D) a listing and description of the char-
ter schools served by the entity with such
Federal funds during the reporting period;

‘“(E) a description of the activities carried
out by the eligible entity to assist charter
schools in meeting the objectives set forth in
section 5126C; and

“(F) a description of the characteristics of
lenders and other financial institutions par-
ticipating in the activities undertaken by
the eligible entity under this chapter during
the reporting period.

‘“(3) SECRETARIAL REPORT.—The Secretary
shall review the reports submitted under
paragraph (1) and shall provide a comprehen-
sive annual report to Congress on the activi-
ties conducted under this chapter.

“SEC. 5126G. NO FULL FAITH AND CREDIT FOR
GRANTEE OBLIGATIONS.

““No financial obligation of an eligible enti-
ty entered into pursuant to this chapter
(such as an obligation under a guarantee,
bond, note, evidence of debt, or loan) shall be
an obligation of, or guaranteed in any re-
spect by, the United States. The full faith
and credit of the United States is not
pledged to the payment of funds that may be
required to be paid under any obligation
made by an eligible entity pursuant to any
provision of this chapter.

“SEC. 5126H. RECOVERY OF FUNDS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in ac-
cordance with chapter 37 of title 31, United
States Code, shall collect—

‘(1) all of the funds in a reserve account
established by an eligible entity under sec-
tion 5126D(a) if the Secretary determines,
not earlier than 2 years after the date on
which the entity first received funds under
this chapter, that the entity has failed to
make substantial progress in carrying out
the purposes described in section 5126D(b); or

‘(2) all or a portion of the funds in a re-
serve account established by an eligible enti-
ty under section 5126D(a) if the Secretary de-
termines that the eligible entity has perma-
nently ceased to use all or a portion of the
funds in such account to accomplish any pur-
pose described in section 5126D(b).

“(b) EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary shall not exercise the authority pro-
vided in subsection (a) to collect from any
eligible entity any funds that are being prop-
erly used to achieve 1 or more of the pur-
poses described in section 5126D(b).

‘‘(c) PROCEDURES.—The provisions of sec-
tions 451, 452, and 458 of the General Edu-
cation Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1234 et seq.)
shall apply to the recovery of funds under
subsection (a).

‘‘(d) CONSTRUCTION.—This section shall not
be construed to impair or affect the author-
ity of the Secretary to recover funds under
part D of the General Education Provisions
Act (20 U.S.C. 1234 et seq.).

“SEC. 51261. DEFINITIONS.

“In this chapter:

‘(1) CHARTER SCHOOL.—The term ‘charter
school’ has the meaning given such term in
section 5120.

‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible
entity’ means—

““(A) a public entity, such as a State or
local governmental entity;

‘“(B) a private nonprofit entity; or

“(C) a consortium of entities described in
subparagraphs (A) and (B).
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“SEC. 5126J. AUTHORIZATION
TIONS.

““There are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this chapter $200,000,000 for fis-
cal year 2002 and each subsequent fiscal
year.”.

(5) INCOME EXCLUSION FOR INTEREST PAID ON
LOANS BY CHARTER SCHOOLS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to items specifically excluded
from gross income) is amended by redesig-
nating section 139 and section 140 and by in-
serting after section 138 the following new
section:

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me begin by extending my appre-
ciation to Senator GREGG and a num-
ber of our colleagues, both Democrats
and Republicans, for joining me in of-
fering this amendment today.

Over the course of the last several
weeks, we have found considerable
common ground as we seek to redefine
the role of the Federal Government in
education. We believe we need to in-
vest, at the Federal level, more re-
sources, but in programs that work. We
agree on the need to give that money
to schools and school districts from the
Federal Government more flexibly. We
agree if we are going to provide more
resources, and if we are going to pro-
vide those dollars more flexibly, we
should demand results there should be
accountability. Finally, we all agree on
the need to impart to parents the abil-
ity to make choices about the schools
their children attend.

In the 50 States, all but one have
adopted rigorous standards about what
they expect their students to know and
do. In more than half the States of our
country this past school year, tests
were given to measure student progress
toward their State standards in sub-
jects such as math and science and
English and social studies. States
throughout America have wrestled
with consequences, with accountability
systems. How do we hold schools ac-
countable, school districts account-
able, parents accountable, and politi-
cians as well? We have wrestled with
those questions in Delaware. I know we
are wrestling with them in all 50
States.

The bill we are working on, as it has
been modified to date, has some impor-
tant elements I want us to address with
this amendment. I hope in offering this
amendment we will make this bill bet-
ter. I think there is a need for the
changes we are offering in this amend-
ment.

Under the legislation that has been
modified to date and that stands before
us today, we call on States to set their
academic standards. For the most part
they have done that. We call on States
to prepare tests—some have prepared
tests to measure student progress, but
in this case we are calling on States to
prepare tests to measure student
progress on an annual basis from the
third to eighth grade. We are calling on
States to decide at what level they ex-
pect all of their students to perform
roughly 10 years out.

OF APPROPRIA-
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In each of the next 10 years, we are
asking them to spell out the bench-
marks, the performance levels at which
they expect their students to be able to
perform, in year 1, 2, 3, 4, and so on, out
to the 10th year.

There are consequences for schools
where students do not meet the bench-
marks, the improvement that the
States themselves agreed on for their
own schools. For failing schools—
schools that fail to meet their annual
progress improvement goals—the con-
sequence is not great in the first year.
They will receive technical assist-
ance—more help. I think that is appro-
priate.

The second year a school fails to
meet the annual improvement goals for
their students, more technical assist-
ance is provided, but there are some
additional consequences as well.

By the time we get to year 4, for a
school that has continued failing 4
years in a row, meaning their students
have not met the benchmarks set by
their school, set by their State, the
consequences become more severe. Let
me mention a few of them.

First of all, the school district in
which that school has failed 4 years in
a row must offer public school choice,
must provide the transportation for
students to go from a failing school to
a school that is not failing. In addition,
the school district is faced with one of
a limited number of options for ad-
dressing what to do with that failing
school. One of those options is to turn
the school over to the State to run. An-
other option is to disband the school
with respect to existing faculty and ad-
ministration and start all over. A third
option will be to turn the school over
to a private sector enterprise, a private
entity, to run the school. And a fourth
option is to mandate that the school be
transformed and turned into a charter
school.

Personally, I hope by the end of year
4 there are not any schools that are
failing in this country. But I think
that may be the triumph of man’s hope
over experience. We have tens of thou-
sands of schools. We have thousands of
school districts across America. There
are going to be schools that do not
meet the standards, the benchmarks
set by their own States—in some cases,
4 years in a row. What do we do within
the Federal Government to help nur-
ture, to foster, to ease that transition
to public school choice in those schools
that have failed 4 years in a row?

I think Delaware was the first State
to implement public school choice
statewide. We did so to inject market
forces into our public schools by saying
to parents that if your child’s school is
failing to meet your expectations for
your child, you have the option to go
to a variety of other schools, and the
State will pay for the transportation.
It makes for wonderful change, for
good change, and for a positive change
as we introduce elements of competi-
tion into public education.

Unfortunately, if you look at what
we are offering within the Federal Gov-
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ernment to assist, to nurture, to en-
courage, and to help ease that transi-
tion from traditional public schools to
maybe statewide public school choice,
we do precious little.

The amendment I offer today with
Senator GREGG and others says that we
ought to do a good deal more. In this
amendment, we do.

The second question I want to ask
rhetorically is, If we say in this legisla-
tion before us today that after 4 years
of failure we have to do something with
that failing school— one of the options
is to turn it into a charter school—
what do we do to help make sure that
folks who want a charter school might
have some ability to succeed in start-
ing a charter school? How do we help
them?

Under current law, we do a couple of
things. Under current law, there is a
basic charter school planning and de-
velopment grant. It does not address
brick and mortar, but it helps people
who have an idea they would like to
start a charter school and are not sure
how to do it. It supports technical re-
source centers and clearinghouses that
help point to what is working in other
places to start charter schools; but
with respect to brick and mortar, to
help with the biggest challenge in-
volved in starting up a charter school:
Where are we going to have the school?
How are we going to pay for building
the school? How are going to take over
an existing building and refurbish it for
our school? It is a huge challenge in
my State and every other State. There
are 36 States that now have charter
schools. But current law doesn’t help
much in that regard. We help very lit-
tle in terms of the money that we ap-
propriate. In the current fiscal year
2001 Labor-HHS appropriations bill,
there is a $256 million grant to public
entities and private entities that are
engaged in providing credit enhance-
ment to help provide space for charter
schools. That help might come in the
form of loan guarantees. It might come
in the form of subsidized loans. It is $25
million.

The amendment before us today says
that we ought to grow both of these ap-
proaches. In the first case, instead of
providing $25 million—the program is
currently authorized at $100 million—
why don’t we increase the authoriza-
tion to $200 million to provide the as-
sistance that charter schools really
need to get started?

In the second case, we propose with
our amendment to provide short-term
matching grants to States that will
help these charter schools on the brick
and mortar side on the capital side.

Currently, in my State folks running
a charter school and kids going to that
charter school may receive operating
money per student at that school equal
to the operating funds that go to stu-
dents in other public schools. However,
in those other public schools, if they
want to rebuild the school, build a new
school, or refurbish a school, the State
of Delaware will sell tax-exempt bonds
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for those public schools. The State of
Delaware will pay anywhere from 60 to
80 percent of the cost of the principal
and interest on those bonds. If a char-
ter school is trying to get started in
my State on the brick and mortar side,
we don’t do anything for them. We
don’t issue tax-exempt bonds, or even
pay for 1 percent of their capital costs,
much less 60 to 80 percent. If you look
at the other 36 States, for the most
part, those States provide just about
the same help to charter schools on the
capital side as Delaware—does.

I don’t think it is the role of the Fed-
eral Government to come in and make
up all of that difference. We can, as a
Federal government, through loan
guarantees and subsidized loans, en-
courage other public and nonpublic en-
tities to assist in starting up charter
schools and paying for the brick and
mortar costs.

We can also provide incentives from
my State and other States to provide
some capital costs and capital assist-
ance for charter schools. We will pro-
vide matching grants at the Federal
level. We will not pay for all of it, but
we will provide matching grants to
help States get those charter schools
started.

At the beginning of the debate I
asked to modify the amendment. I did
so because there are some tax con-
sequences that are not appropriate to
be debated in the context of this bill
because they are within the purview of
the Senate Finance Committee and the
House Ways and Means Committee. I
will mention them anyway. I will use
my State as an example because that is
what I know best.

If the State of Delaware wants to
help build public schools, we issue tax-
exempt bonds. If a charter school
wants to build a school for themselves,
they borrow money. The interest is not
tax-free. A charter school may be right
alongside a traditional public school.
The public school gets tax-exempt
bonds. Whoever loans the money to the
charter school has to pay taxes on the
interest.

I don’t think that is right or fair. I
would like to change that. Unfortu-
nately, we cannot do that today. We
will try to come back and address it in
another venue with another vehicle.

For people who voted against the
Gregg amendment on a demonstration
for vouchers, I understand it was a
tough vote. But for people who weren’t
willing to experiment in that way with
choice, I urge you to consider this ap-
proach.

If you think public school choice can
really help introduce market forces
and competition into our public
schools—other States are trying it—I
urge you to vote for this amendment. If
you think that we may be able to rep-
licate the success of schools across
America as we have done in Delaware—
I urge you to vote for this amendment.
The Presiding Officer, in another role
as First Lady, actually came to the
very first charter school we started in
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Delaware about b years ago. We were
pleased to welcome her there. We were
trying to start a charter high school. I
say to the Presiding Officer that last
year when the results were counted for
tests in reading, math, science, and so
forth, the high school that did the best
of all the public high schools in Dela-
ware was the Wilmington charter
school that she visited.

In my State, the only school out of
almost 200 schools where every student
who took the Delaware math test last
year actually met or exceeded the
State’s math standards, believe it or
not, is the school that has the highest
incidence of poverty in the State.
Eighty-three percent of the kids at the
East Side charter school receive free or
reduced-price lunches. No other school
in our State has an incidence of pov-
erty such as that.

Those are only two examples of char-
ter schools: one is a high school and
another is K through 3. Charter schools
are working well.

I hope we will say that the Federal
Government should have an obligation.
Under the accountability provisions of
this legislation, I think there is a real
obligation to assist in pushing forward
public school choice and in making the
transition from traditional public
schools to charter schools. Maybe it is
not easy, but it is something that is do-
able.

I retain the balance of my time. I
turn it over to my colleague, and again
say to Senator GREGG, thanks for join-
ing in support of this legislation and,
in fact, for amending this legislation to
help to make it better.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MURRAY). The Senator
Hampshire is recognized.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware has 45 minutes, 42
seconds. The opposition still has 1
hour.

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, it is
not clear to me who controls the time
in opposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is entitled to
opposition time.

Mr. GREGG. I am not claiming oppo-
sition time. I am in support of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is entitled to
time on the opposition side.

The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
would the Chair restate the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
has been no request of the Chair.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Senator CARPER asked
who was in opposition to this amend-
ment. Senator KENNEDY was pre-
disposed, working with his staff. Sen-
ator KENNEDY is opposed to the amend-
ment and would control the time.

I ask Senator KENNEDY, is that right?

Mr. KENNEDY. Just for the purposes
of this moment now.

(Mrs.
from New
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Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I
yield to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire whatever time he needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Delaware.

Madam President, I support the Sen-
ator from Delaware in his amendment.
I thank him for bringing it forward.
The Senator, of course, served as Gov-
ernor of Delaware prior to coming to
the Senate. He understands intimately
the issues that are involved in edu-
cation, as all Governors do, because it
is the No. 1 issue with which most Gov-
ernors deal. Therefore, I think his
amendment, which I am supporting, is
a reflection of a comprehensive under-
standing of the question of how we try
to address the improvement of our
school systems.

I believe that those who have been
exposed to the charter school move-
ment see in it the embryo of a way to
move our school systems into a phase
of significant improvement.

Charter schools are being tried in a
lot of States. In fact, they have ex-
panded dramatically across the coun-
try. I think we are now up to some
multiple thousand charter schools.
They have caught on because they
make sense.

Essentially, what a charter school
does is give a community which is un-
happy with the way the public school
system is working an opportunity,
within the public school structure, to
set up an independent school, which is
a public school but which is not subject
to the restrictions that the public
school system may put on the tradi-
tional school in the community, thus
creativity can and does occur within
that charter school.

In fact, there are many instances of
charter schools being cited as schools
that have radically improved the edu-
cational services delivered to the com-
munities, and to students in those
communities.

I know, for example, that President
Bush is fond of citing his experience
with a charter school in Houston. I
have forgotten the name of the school,
but I do recall vividly his discussion of
it on the campaign trail, especially
when he was in New Hampshire, and his
enthusiasm about the way this charter
school had taken a low-income urban
school district population, which basi-
cally did not have a very good experi-
ence in the educational system, and
turned it around so that it was now the
leading school in the State in that age
group.

That happens because charter schools
are vibrant and exciting places. To
begin with, the people who start them
are enthusiastic about education. They
want to make sure that children have
an opportunity to learn in a different
climate. Therefore, they start these
schools with the energy that comes
from a new expedience and desire to
change and improve the community,
and especially the educational system.
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They have a great track record. But
they have run into some problems.
What the Carper amendment does is es-
sentially try to address, to the extent
the Federal Government can partici-
pate in addressing this issue, some of
the concerns of these school systems.
One of the biggest I think—and one of
the reasons I am excited about the
amendment—is it addresses the capital
needs of actually starting these
schools. Even though he has had to
modify the amendment in order to
avoid a technical problem with the
Ways and Means Committee on the
House side—those who are familiar
with the Ways and Means committee
understand it is extremely territorial. I
served on it and, I assure you, that is
part of the character of the Ways and
Means Committee—even with that ad-
justment, the amendment has in it ini-
tiatives which will allow charter school
construction costs to be alleviated, or
participated in to some degree, through
these new funds which will be avail-
able.

That is very important because one
of the biggest problems you run into
with a charter school is not getting the
talent, the people who want to run it
out getting the building into shape
where it actually can handle kids com-
ing into the school system. So that, in
my opinion, will be a very positive im-
pact of this amendment.

Also, I think it should be pointed out
that this amendment assists in the
transportation activity, which is a
critical part of the charter school prob-
lem. A lot of parents want to send their
kids to a charter school, but they are
low-income parents, and they do not
have the capacity to physically move
their kids from their home to the
school. The school their child may be
attending might be around the block,
but it might be a school that simply
isn’t working and they may want their
child to go to a charter school. But
that charter school may require a sig-
nificant amount of transportation
costs on a daily basis, which may sim-
ply exceed the ability of a low-income
parent to maintain. So this amend-
ment assists in that area.

It is also important for us to under-
stand—at least I believe it is important
for us to understand—the way you im-
prove education is not by a top-down
approach. We in Washington do not
have the answers. It is that simple. The
way you improve education is by allow-
ing the creative minds of the edu-
cational community, and the parents,
to step on to the playing field of edu-
cation and do what they think is best,
do it with aggressiveness and do it with
imagination.

Charter schools are an example of
that opportunity. We should not say a
charter school must be set up this way
or must have this amount of procedure.
It is just the opposite. We should sim-
ply say: You have the option to take
that charter school route, if you want.
And if you decide to go that way, we
are going to help you by assisting you
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with the dollar support which will
work for your benefit, and allow the
school to be creative.

Some might argue: This is a new pro-
gram or a significant increase in a pro-
gram. And with all the other new pro-
grams that have been put into this bill,
is it appropriate to create another pro-
gram or add another significant
amount of money into this bill. Obvi-
ously, I have reservations about that. I
am concerned about the fact that this
bill has exploded in costs. The 10-year
cost of this bill presently exceeds the
original cost of this bill by almost $200
billion.

But I think what we have to remem-
ber is that what this bill should be
doing is creating incentives for cre-
ative ideas and approaches. And char-
ter schools, as much as anything else
that can occur in the educational com-
munity, will accomplish that goal.

In this bill money is being spent to
promote programmatic activity that is
already in place and that maybe isn’t
working all that well or, if it is work-
ing all that well, maybe is tangential
to dramatically increasing the learning
capacity of children.

Charter schools, on the other hand,
are working and we know they will sig-
nificantly impact the capacity of chil-
dren to improve their education, not
only because the child who is in the
charter school gets a better education
but because charter schools, by defini-
tion, put pressure on the rest of the
public school community within that
city or town or State to improve. So it
is bringing competition into the public
school system using the public school
system itself.

We just had an amendment to try to
bring competition into the public
school system using the private school
system. That was rejected. This
amendment stays within the context of
the public school system and brings
competition into the system. As a re-
sult, in my opinion, it puts significant
positive pressure on the other public
schools to improve their product. And
as a result, I think that is very posi-
tive.

Mr. REID. I ask the Senator from
New Hampshire if he will yield?

Mr. GREGG. I certainly will yield.

Mr. REID. I have spoken to Senator
KENNEDY, and Senator KENNEDY is not
in opposition to this amendment. I
want to make sure the Senator knows
that prior to completing his remarks.
So I do not know who is in opposition
to the amendment. I guess the Senator
from Delaware will find out later. At
this time we know of no one who is in
opposition.

Mr. GREGG. I am sure the Senator
from Delaware will be relieved to hear
no one is in opposition to the amend-
ment. I certainly am. That is good
news.

Mr. REID. The Senator wishes to
speak on the amendment after you fin-
ish.

Mr. GREGG. With that good news, I
will curtail my statement and yield the
floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
yield myself such time as I might use
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
the pending amendment addresses two
important growing policy areas: Public
school choice and public charter
schools. First, the amendment provides
grant support to States seeking intra-
and inter-district public school choice
plans. That is very important, given
where we are in other provisions of the
bill. Second, the pending amendment
provides specific assistance to charter
schools struggling with capital school
construction needs. That is going to be
very important, given the provisions of
the bill that will require schools to re-
structure and reorganize if they fail to
meet certain goals.

I support public school choice. Our
legislation already provides parents of
children in low-performing schools the
option to transfer to other public
schools or charter schools. But public
school choice programs bring added
costs that come with, most signifi-
cantly, added transportation needs. If
we are truly to support public school
choice, we should provide the districts
aid for their increased transportation
costs.

I also support charter schools. Like
public school choice which can encour-
age districtwide improvement, charter
schools can provide more options to
parents within the public school sys-
tem. I think we should do more to sup-
port the charter schools in the area in
which they have the greatest need—
school construction.

Charter schools do not have the same
capital resources that regular public
schools do. Charter schools cannot
float tax-exempt bonds as public school
districts can. Charter schools primarily
have new building construction needs.
Noncharter, public schools and public
school districts, on the other hand, pri-
marily have building repair needs. Just
as there are charter schools with
unique and urgent school repair and
construction needs, there are also reg-
ular public schools with unique and ur-
gent school repair and construction
needs. We should also provide school
construction assistance to both charter
schools and regular public schools.

That is the difficulty I find in the
logic of my friends who opposed the
Harkin proposal in terms of providing
help to meet the construction needs in
our public school system, a best esti-
mate of over $130 billion in needs. We
recognize the importance of having a
facility that is going to be safe for chil-
dren and that is also going to be re-
sponsive to the children’s needs in
terms of a modern classroom. I know
Senator HARKIN has made the case, and
Senator FEINSTEIN and others, of the
importance of giving assistance to
local communities. They are not re-
quired to take that help, but when you
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realize the age of many of our school
facilities, particularly in many of the
older cities of the country, as well as in
many of the rural areas, you know
there is an extraordinary need.

What is so apparent is that children
attending schools which are in dilapi-
dated condition sends a very powerful
message to the students. On the one
hand, they g0 to modern supermarkets
and modern malls and they see what
investments in these kinds of facilities
would mean. They are valued by their
parents or their grownups. Then on the
other hand, parents are sending chil-
dren off to schools which are dilapi-
dated, which are in need of repair,
where in many instances the electrical
systems aren’t working or their air-
conditioning is not working, the win-
dows are not repaired.

I am supporting this proposal, but it
is important to wonder why we in the
Senate, if we are going to provide this
kind of help for the construction of
charter schools, are not providing as-
sistance to the public schools. I find it
difficult to understand the response in
this area by many of our colleagues on
this side of the aisle, their traditional
argument that this is a local responsi-
bility. The fact is, we are trying to find
ways of creating a climate where chil-
dren can learn. If we are not going to
provide the classroom situation for
that learning process, we are not really
meeting our responsibilities.

I am supporting this program, but I
do think the need for school renovation
and modernization across the board is
extraordinary. The National Center on
Education Statistics reports that na-
tionwide more than $127 billion is need-
ed for public school construction, re-
pair, and modernization. The American
Society of Engineers reports that aver-
age school repair costs per child are
$3,800.

All of the reforms included in the
BEST Act will be dramatically under-
mined if we continue to send children
to dilapidated, overcrowded, out-of-
date schools. When we send children to
inadequate, crumbling schools, we send
them the message that they don’t mat-
ter. What does it say to a child when
their classroom is a school bathroom,
when windows are broken and roofs are

leaking?
We should support public school and
public charter school construction

needs. We need to keep in mind that 97
percent of all public school children go
to noncharter schools. I continue to
hold out hope that we will provide
badly needed school construction as-
sistance to regular public schools and
public charter schools. Construction
and modernization needs are great
across the board.

I urge my colleagues to support the
pending amendment and hope we can
continue to work in the future to sup-
port construction and modernization
needs nationwide.

There may be those who say we are
not going to support it because we are
not meeting our responsibility to pub-
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lic schools. There may be some of our
colleagues who fall in that category. I
would rather see us do what is right for
children in meeting our responsibility
on the public school choice provisions
which are included and also with re-
gard to charter schools.

My great regret about this amend-
ment is that it is leaving out 97 percent
of the public schools that ought to get
help. This amendment is a very modest
amendment. It is a useful amendment.
But for me it sort of fails to hit the
mark in providing the assistance which
is needed in the area of construction.

I know we have to do the best we can.
There was a broader kind of amend-
ment that was not accepted in the Sen-
ate. The Senator from Delaware has
come up with a proposal to at least
provide some construction funding in
areas where there is need. Hopefully, as
this whole process moves ahead, we
will find some opportunity to find a
way of helping the other public schools
in this country with their construction
needs as well.

This amendment is useful. I hope it
reminds us of the fact that we are not
meeting our responsibilities in con-
struction and assistance to other pub-
lic schools and that we will continue to
work in that area to help the children
of this country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, let
me express my thanks to the chairman,
the Senator from Massachusetts, for
his support and for his words.

I have said on the floor before and I
say it again today: We all acknowledge,
the role of the Federal Government is
not to run our schools, the role of the
Federal Government is to try to level
the playing field at least a little bit for
kids who come, in some cases, from
hopelessly disadvantaged backgrounds.
The appropriate role of the Federal
Government is to help identify what is
working to raise student achievement
across the country.

An appropriate role for the Federal
Government is, when we do identify
those things that are working, to en-
courage them. We nurture those ideas.
We try to share those ideas with others
around the country.

I remember when I was Governor of
Delaware, about 5 years ago we were
debating public school choice. I had
just signed, as Governor, public school
choice into law. I remember over-
hearing a conversation between a cou-
ple of school administrators. They
didn’t know I was listening, but I was.

I heard one administrator say to the
other: If we don’t offer parents what
they want for their children in our pub-
lic schools, their children will go to an-
other school where they are offering
what they want for their children. I
said to myself at the time: He’s got it.
Because in Delaware and other places
where we have public school choice,
particularly when you provide help on
the transportation side so that it is
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really meaningful, if a student in
school A isn’t getting what they want
or their parents want for them, they
can go to school B. The transportation
is provided for, and the money follows
the students.

That is a really important concept.
The money follows the student. In our
State, the State provides anywhere
from $6,000 to $7,000 per student for
their education. When one child goes
from school A to school B, the $6,000 or
$7,000 follows that student. If one stu-
dent moves from school A to school B,
not many people are going to take no-
tice of that. If 10 students move from
school A to school B, that is 10 times
$6,000 or $7,000, which is $60,000 or
$70,000. Maybe somebody will notice
that. If 100 students move from school
A to school B because they are offering
something school A is not offering,
somebody is going to notice that cer-
tainly; they are certainly going to no-
tice it in school A. The question they
began to ask in my State was: What
are they offering there that we are not
offering? Maybe we ought to offer it as
well.

It is the very best thing to come out
of competition and out of the market
forces we have introduced. Let me also
add that I have always believed that
the role of government, and particu-
larly the Federal Government, in edu-
cation is not to row the boat. The role
of the Federal Government is maybe to
help steer the boat. The Federal Gov-
ernment provides less than 10 percent
of the resources for the education of
our children. States provide much
more. In Delaware, it is 70 percent. Na-
tionally, I think it is about 50 percent.
The rest comes from local property
taxes.

But if we in this body, in this Cap-
itol, in our role as the Federal Govern-
ment—certainly the legislative side of
it—if we can help identify those things
that work and if we can nurture them
and help steer and not row the boat,
our Kkids, in a lot of places, with rel-
atively modest investments, are going
to end up with a better education and
be better prepared to go on and face
the world with the skills they will need
to be successful in college and in work
and in life.

Senator KENNEDY said this is a mod-
est but useful amendment. I think it is
going to prove even more useful than
we dare to hope today. If it is adopted
and ends up in the final bill that goes
to the President, we will have a chance
to test that premise. I sincerely hope
we do.

Again, to Senator GREGG, and to oth-
ers who joined us in cosponsoring the
original bill which underlies the
amendment, and this amendment
itself, I express my thanks.

Madam President, I yield back what-
ever time remains and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
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